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FERENCES ARGUMENT IN 8 PACKETS 1 
(Packet # 1 Court Recor References) -CR pgs. 1 - 19 itemized, costs & events; 

I 

2) Plaintiffs Original petifon & Request for Discovery- CR pgs. 20 -35; 
i 

3) Plaintiffs Motion to pr4ceed in forma pauperis - CR pgs. 36-41; 
I 

4) Approved "indigent statjus" - CR pgs. 42; 

5) Service of process by cqnstable - CR pgs. 43-50; 
' 

6) Defendants Lennie Boll~nger, et al Answers suit - CR pgs, 51 - 64; 
! 

7) Plaintiffs Motion For tjeave To File Supplement Petition CR pgs. 65 - 69; 
: 

8) Plaintiffs Supplement *leadings -CR pgs, 70 - 133 Exhibits A, B; 

9) Plaintiffs Motion t. Re4use Judge Walker- CR, pgs, 134- 139 Order transfer; 

10) Defendants Motion to ~ismiss & Rule 91a- CR pgs. 140- 158; 
i 

11) Plaintiffs Specific Fadts Dismiss Rule 91 - CR. pgs. 159- 268 Exhibits, etc.; c 
I 

(Packet# 2 Court Recor4 References.)Legal Ethics Safekeeping Property, etc.; 

2) CR. pgs. 269- 383; No~ice of hearing & Hospitalized, CR pgs. 384 - 385; 

3) Plaintiffs Motion for Cpntinuance CR. pgs. 386 -390; 
i 

4) Defendants' Attorneys first Amended Answer & Response, CR. pgs. 391- 408; 

5) Plaintiffs Notice To c4urt & Attorney Stay Lawsuit- CR pgs, 409=422; 

6) Defendants Response dbjections to Stay & Continue Lawsuit-CR pgs. 423-428; 
! 

7) Judge Wilson denies AJ/JA, Stay, Hearing Rule 91a "Orders" -CR pgs. 429-429; 

8) Affidavit Attorney/ Ju4ge Wilson - CR pgs. 430- 433 Exhibits, Costs to 442; 

9) New Supplements-CR. ~gs. 452 --484 (Dad, Schroeder mug photo, arrest, etc.; 

(Packet# 3 Court Recorf References.) Plaintiff Waiving Client-Attorney. 
Privilege, Photo Damagest etc.- CR pgs. 485 - 660; 

2) Defendants' Attorneys tesponse to Motion To Dismiss-CR pgs, 661- 678; 
I 

3) Plaintiff Second Motioi To Stay & Continue Lawsuit- CR pgs. 679 - 687; 

4) Plaintiff Response to J +· 30, 2018 Order CR. pgs. 688 - 739; 

' 

/. 



5) Defendant Motion To etermine To Be" Vexatious Litigant & Security With 
Security- CR pgs. 740-78 - No Attached 5 Adverse Orders in 7 years, etc.; 

(Packet# 4 Court Recor Reference.) Exhibits A-2 -E-1 - CR pgs. 785- 1000; 

(Packet# 5 Court Recor Reference.) Exhibits E-2, G-2 - Tampered With 
Deposition, Witness, Cou Reporter, Records, Costs to CR pgs. 1001- 112 7; 

2) Motion to Recuse Judg~ Wilson & Threats To Settle -CR. pgs. 1128 - 1156; 
! 

' 

3) Threat Offer To Settle 1fawsuit- CR. pg. 1134- 1134; 
' i 

4) Order to Deny Recusal-f CR. pg, 1157; 
' 

5) Plaintiff Notice , Objec*ons & Illegal Activities - CR pgs 1158 -1184; 

6) Plaintiffs First Amend~d Pleadings & 15 Notices (Crimes)- CR pgs 1185 -
(1235 & 1236 blurred unr~adable) & crimes to 1260; 

(Packet# 6 Court Recor4 Reference.) Order granting Rule 91a & Motion to 
Dismiss With Prejudice ct pgs. 1261 - 1262 Hearing/ Hospitalized, Exhibits & 
Some Exhibit F (blurred &j missing from Court Record to 1284; 

' 

2) Judge Wilson recuses s~lf, report to U.S. Department of Justice CR pgs, 1285; 
I 

3) First Amend Motion Or~er "Vexatious Litigant" Hearing- CR. pg. 1286- 1287; 
i 

4) Judge Murphy transfer l~wsuit to Judge Bender disqualified=- CR pg. 1288; 

5) Plaintiff Important Info~ation- CR. pgs. 1289- 1427, & Exhibits; 

6) Judge Mary Murphy Co~ditions of Assignment & Stay - CR pgs. 1428- 1429; 

7) Plaintiffs Notice & Objections of Judge Bender Transfer, Response by 
Bollinger's Attorneys- Cl, pgs. 1430-1466; 

I 

8) Plaintiffs Updated Me1ica1 Information - CR. pgs 1467-1481; 
! 

(Packet# 7 Court Recor4 Reference.) Defendant Response for hearing & 
Exhibits Comingle lawsuit~ with Prosperity Bank, et al - CR. pgs. 1482 - 1520; 

! 

2) Defendants to Plaintiff esponse on Vexatious litigant & Security & use of 
Prosperity Bank, et al Fed ral Lawsuit in "conspiracy" & tampered with 
Deposition Court Records s invalid & past 7 years as 2009 to prejudice & 
discredit & still pending active conspiracy between federal & Texas Courts - to 
rigged, Plaintiff, silence la suit & prevent no redress for any suits & denied 

d. 



I 

freedom of speech & redrdss for all damages, loss of property & no due process -
CR, pgs. 1521- 1600 - 1899; 

I 

(Packet# 8 Court Recor4 Reference.) Certificate of Service falsified claims 
filed in lawsuit, CR pg, 19po signed by Carrie Johnson Phaneuf as many times; 

I 

2) Threats to settle lawsuit! as refused, CR, pgs. 1901- 1902; 

3) Plaintiffs Objections Responses to Plaintiff Tertiary (Third Motion To 
Recuse in this case an inc rrect Assigned disqualified trespasser with no 
jurisdiction & Exhibits - C pgs. 1903 - 1932; 

I 

4) Judge Wheless Order dFnied Recusal of Judge Bender for his misconduct - CR 
pgs 1933; 

5) Judge Bender Order deqlaring Darlene C. Amrhein "vexatious litigant," 
requiring Security & issui~g a prefiling Order- CR. pgs. 1934- 1935; 

' 

6) Letter from CME on O~er Judge Bender Order declaring Darlene C. Amrhein 
"vexatious litigant," requirJing Security & issuing a prefiling Order-CR 1936-1938; 

I 

7) "Conspiracy" with Fed~ral Court & Texas Court, Orders-CR pgs. 1939-1959 
found in Judge Bender Coi.irt file for their retaliations against Amrhein lawsuits; 

I 

8) Plaintiff Objections to fudge Bender for "good cause" - CR pgs. 1960 -2019; 

9) Amended Order On M1ion To Recuse Judge Bender- CR. pgs. 2020; 

10) Letter on failed bond tp dismiss lawsuit by Bollinger Attorney with prejudice 
- CR pgs. 2021- 2024; 

11) PlaintiffDarlene C. Bilistreri-Amrhein Sworn Affidavit- CR pgs. 2025-2052; 
i 

12) Plaintiffs Motion to ¢harge Sanctions, Reverse false Vexatious Litigant 
Refuse Dismissal of laws it, Service of Process to All Defendants For "Good 
Cause' Reasons & Medic 1 Stay Objections- CRpgs. 2053 -2081; 

13) Judge Bender Order · smissal With Prejudice Prohibiting New Litigation by 
Plaintiff Without Judicial pproval - CR pg. 2082 (back dated); 

14) Filed for Service of Pr~cess to all Defendants mailed May 11, 2018, File 
stamped May 15, 2018 & falled clerk to not do this work,-CRpgs. 2083- 2089; 

15) Plaintiffs Notice of Appeal & Docket Statement- CR. pgs. 2090- 2109; 

16) Plaintiffs Request Fi~ding of Fact & Conclusion of Law May 14, 2018 My 14, 

.J. 



2018, required. - CR. 2110 214 2 (Void Judgments & CPRC Chapter 11 ); 

17) Danyelle Turner filed otice of Appeal May 14, 2018 wrong date - CR pgs. 
2143 -2144; 

18) Response by Defendadts' Attorneys to Finding of fact & Conclusion oflaw
CR pgs. 2145 -2147; 

19) Communications with ~ourt of Appeals - CR pgs. 2148=2151; 

20) Collin County Court lr· er shows date of Court of Appeal to grant more time 
for Court Record By Dany Ile Turner extension on Court Record for manipulation 
with no answers for findin of fact & Conclusion of Law - CR pgs. 2152; 

I 

21) Court Record Submitt~d- CR. pg. 2153; 

22) Court Record Paymentl
1

; by In forma Pauperis approved by Collin County 
Court- CR 2154; (See Coll County Court Approval Pg. 42 in same lawsuit when 
filed & then refused by tre passer Judge Bender after filed Appeal to keep out of 
Court Record with no notiqe to Plaintiff/ Appellant as not turned over to Court of 
Appeals into this Court Re~ord in retaliation by criminal, corrupt, trespasser Judge 
Bender with no authority, treason against U.S. Constitution & Texas Constitution 

I 

23) Sensitive Data Court cords sealed, were not done- CR pgs. 2155 -2157; 
Known no payment as app oved In F orma Pauperis in case, so false statement to 
Court of Appeals Court- C pg. 2158 by Court Record Keeper, Danyelle Turner 
to mislead Court to blame laintiff for delays to tamper with Court Record in 
Appeal & known by Stacy fKemp; 

' 

24) Plaintiff files Respons~ & Objections to Defendants Objection to finding of 
fact & Conclusion of Law+ CR pgs. 2159-2191; 

I 

25) Court of Appeals comqiunications - CR pgs. 2192-2195; Writ of Mandamus 
Memorandum Opinion - qR pgs. 2196-2197 -2200; 

I 

26) Court of Appeals list;proof of some conspiracy parties. Judge Mazzant 
(federal) Courts & Cases ·ssing in Judge Paul Raleeh Court, Judge Barnett 
Walker, First Regional Ad inistrative Judge Mary Murphy, Prosperity Bank, et al 
are missing from list by M1. Matz - CR pgs. 2198- 2199- 2201 - 2202; 

I 

27) Jennifer K. Corley Co1*est of Court Reporter- CR pg. 2203; Missing Court 
Order - CR. pg. 2204; Clef ks Certificate for Appeal by Danyelle Turner & Stacy 
Kemp missing Court Reco~ds in all Courts- CR pg. 2205; 

' 
! 
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No briefs. 

CASE EVENTS 

Date 

07/06/2011 

07/06/2011 

10/21/2010 

CALENDARS 

Set Date 
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ntType Description Document 

ntType Disposition Document 

er entered ConsolidatedNoids 

norandum opinion Motion or Writ Denied 
ed 

ce of appeal filed in 

rt of appeals 

Calendar Type 

Case Stored 

PartyType 

Reason Set 

Case stored 

Representative 

TRIAL COURT INFORM~TION 

Court 

296th Judicial District Court 

County 

Collin 

Court Judge 

Court Case 

296-01145-2008 

Reporter 
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II 

, Order issued .July 6, 2011 

In The 

: Q!l111rt llf Aµµenl.a 
llfi~tll IDi.atrid llf Wcxa.s at ilalln.a 

No. 05-09-01377-CV 
No. 05-10-01347-CV 

ii 

DARLENE BALISTRE~I-AMRHEIN AND ANTHONY J. BALISTRERI, Appellants 

V. 

AHi ANd INSPECTOR AARON D. MILLER, Appellees 
i 

and 

DARLENE BALISTRE,1-AMRHEIN AND ANTHONY J. BALISTRERI, Appellants 

V. 

SALLY DA ELL, KELLY CALKINS, BILL J. WILLIAMS, 
JERRY M. REI HERT, LORI K. REICHERT, REMAX REALTY, 

LAUREN PALME , REPUBLIC TITLE OF TEXAS, FIRST AMERICAN 
TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY, STONEBRIDGE RANCH HOMEOWNER'S 
ASSOCIATION, NE LAND COMMUNITIES, THOMAS MURPHY, MURPHY 

HOMES GROU , AND RIT MANAGEMENT COMPANY, Appellees 
! 

On A peal from the 2961
h Judicial District Court 

Collin County, Texas 
rial Court Cause No. 296-01145-2008 

: ORDER 
In various motions bef re the Court, appellants seek leave to procet1 tnnEpl)peris and 

move to consolidate two app~als stemming from the same underlying lawsuit: (l) appeal number 

05-09-01377-CV, styled Darl}ne Balistreri-Amrhein and AnthonyJ. alPMr~Y.~v.-JHfJlJ,,.J~ctor 
! !:,:'..,. .... ;CL">.~~;~;·.· :.i. 

Aamn D. ,\,filler ("the AHi 1ppeal"); and (2) appeal numbt:r 05-10-0! I • • JH '' . ~ /?ertene 
! ... r,:i·IJ! ·. 

1603 



.. ···---·-·-·------------
' 

• I 
I 

,. Ila/ istreri-.-1111rltei11 and. I 11t!Jo11y .I. Balistreri v. Sal~v Oamell, Kelly Calkins. lJil/ J. Williams, .Jen:v 
I 

.\4. Reichert, Lori K. Reic:Jjert, Remax Realty. Lauren Palmer, Repuhlic Title oj' Texas, First 

American Title /11.rnrance f 'ompcmy, Stvnebri,fge Ra11c:h Homeowner 's Assodation, Newland 

Com1111111ities. Thcmws lvlw·fhy, il411rphy Homes Gro11p, e111d JUT J!anagement Company ("the 

Remux appeal").1 Appdlanjs urge they be allowed to proceed without advance payment of costs, 

see TEX. R. Arr. P. 20.1, an<l'I that the appeals be consolidated for purposes ofjmlicial economy and 
I 

efficiency. Appellees Rep~blic Title of Texas, First American Title Insurance Company, and 
'· i 

Newland Communities hav~ responded to appellants' requests concerning costs and oppose the 

requests. Republic Title a~d First American Title have also responded to appellants' request 
I 

concerning consolidation an4 are unopposed. No other appellees have responded. 
! 

Because the two ap~eals stem from the same underlying lawsuit and no party opposes 

i 

consolidation, we GRANT a~pellants' motion to consolidate the appeals. We CONSOLIDATE the 
I 
! 

appeal of cause number 05-lp-Ot 347-CV into the appeal of cause number 05-09-01377-CV. The 

parties shall now use only ca~se number 05·09-01377-CV when referencing the appeal. 

In accordance with 04r opinion of this date, we DENY appellants' requests to proceed on 
I 

appeal without advance payrtjent of costs. Since the ~ppeals have been consolidated, we ORDER 
! 

appellants to pay, within ten <l.10) days of the date of this order, a single $175 tiling fee. We further 

i 
ORDER appellants to pay, or1make arrangements to pay, for the clerk's and court reporter's records 

i 

within twenty (20) days of th~ date of this order. We caution appellants that failure to pay for the 

i 
11\lthough the s1ylc in 1he Rcinax appeal if ludcs Balisireri as a party, Oalistren's claims were severed into a scrarntc causcofaction in December 

:?009, and the court's order on those clnim scpuratdy :1ppealcd. See Bulis/reri v. Rem,u R,•t1ft.~·. 05-10-00611-CV, 1011 Wl 1-19984 (Te~. 
App. -Dallas fan. 19, WI I. no pct.) (not de. gnatcd for rublication). 

' . 

-2-
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I 
• ! 

• reporter's record will rcsultlin this appeal being submitted without that record; failure to pay the 
I 

tiling fee or for the ckrk's r+onl will result in dismissal of this appeal without further warning. See 

TEX. R. APP. P. 37.J(b), (c),!42.3 (b),(c). 

-3-
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+ 
11727201010:21 AM SCANNED 

-
\ APP:~::N.,... o_._2_96_-0_1_14_s_-2_oo_s __ 

DARLENE BALISTRERI-At' RHEIN, Individually 
& GUARDIAN FOR ANTI{ Y J. BALISTRERI & 
ANTHONY BALISTRERI , I dividually 

i Appellants, 

vs. 

JERRY RIECHERT, LORI RI HERT 
RE MAX REALTY ET AL, S LLY DARNALL, 
KELLY CALKINS, LAURE PALMER, BILL 
J. WILLIAMS, REPUBLIC T LE OF TEXAS, 
FIRST AMERICAN TITLE SURANCE CO., 
AH[, AARON MILLER, STO EBRIDGE 
RANCH HOA, NEWLAND MMUNITIES, 
RTI / CMA MANAGEMENT OMPANY ET AL 
THOMAS MURPHY ET AL MURPHY HOMES 
GROUP ET AL I Defendants, 

PLAINT FFS I AP 
pp 

IN THE DISTRICT COURT 

296TH DISTRICT COURT 

COLLIN COUNTY,TEXAS 

TATUS 

COMES NOW, Plaimi1 / Appellants Darlene Balistreri-Amrhein and Anthony J. Balistreri to file 
I 

Plaintiffs / Appellants Notice 9r Appeal On "Indigent Status," Appellate Form & Docket Statements 

as follows within. Attached is ~equired paperwork for Court of Appeals form. Fifth District Court of 
I 

Appeals has jurisdiction to dec~de this Appeal On Indigent Status. Plaintiffs/ Appellants are asking 
I 

this Appellate Court to decide re separate Indigent Status for this Appeal on Court Costs before reviewing 
I 

October 20, 20 IO Notice of Areal & Docketing Statements on all errors. Cause of Action [n Trial Court 

is Cause No. 296-01145-2008 lutd severed No. 296-04897-2009 in the 2961h District Court, Judge John 
! 

Roach presiding. Plaintiffs Anthein & Balistreri are joint parties to this lawsuit No. 296-01145-2008 and 
I 

interwoven No. 296-04897·219· Final judgment was signed Sept. 22, 20 IO & motion for new trial was 
! 

denied on October 4, 2010. No~ice of Appeal & Docketing on all issues was filed on October 20, 20 IO 
i 

along with request for records f transcripts & both affidavits of indigence, which was denied on October 

21, 2010 with no contest, no h aring & no valid written orders by Judge Roach & or Judge Oldner. 

Attached also you will find a c py of the Oct. 29, filing by Republic Title & First American giving notice 

that there has been no hearing, invalid prior written order with no final judgment d.h}iiJ.Qct: 1{~ I 0 

affidavit for this Appeal for ad itional errors.(Exhibit A) Revised timely affidavits on TRAP 20 are filed 
2010 NOV -2 AM IQ: I 14 

with additional newly discover d information included to date before plenary power expiration . 

. AM~::,:, 1607 
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'~ 

--+ ....,, 

Plaintiffs/ Appellants aj filing this Notice of Appeal timely from th is September 22, 20 IO 

Final Judgment Order with Jlaintiffs / Appellants attached verifications. 
I 

The Final Judgment Ord~r is attached as Exhibit A and all parties to this lawsuit have been 

served with Notice of Appe~I which include the following individual parties: 
' 

1. Jerry Riechert through Attorney Barry Fanning at 4849 Greenville Ave. 
# 1300, Dallas,Texas 7 206; 

2. Lori Rieehert through ttorney Barry Fanning at 4849 Greenville Ave. 
# 1300, Dallas,Texas 7 206; 

I 

3. R x North Centr e c through Attorney J. Kent Newsom, 6465 E. Mockingbird 
Lane,# 450, Dallas, Te as 75214; 

4. Sally Darnall, through Attorney J. Kent Newsom, 6465 E. Mockingbird Lane,# 450, Dallas, 
Texas 75214; / 

I 

S. Kelly Calkins. through ~ttomey J. Kent Newsom, 6465 E. Mockingbird Lane,# 450, Dallas, 
Texas 75214; / 

! 

6. Lauren Palmer, throug~ Attorney J. Kent Newsom, 6465 E. Mockingbird Lane,# 450, 
Dallas, Texas 75214; 1 

I 

7. Bill J. Williams throu~ Attorney J. Kent Newsom, 6465 E. Mockingbird Lane,# 450, 
Dallas, Texas 75214; / 

8. 

9. 

14. Mur h Ho ro no representation, Registered Agent Thomas Murphy 6700 
Magnum Plano, Texas 75024; 

15. Thomas Mur b et a no representation, Registered Agent Thomas Murphy 6700 Magnum, 

1608 



+T ~TATEMENJS ON INDIGENT STATUS 

I I. FILED NOTICE OF APPEAL 

Plaintiffs/ Appellants Notice ~f Appeal on the above lawsuit was filed on or about Oct. 20, 2010 after the 

trial court (Judge Roach) deni~d the Motion For New Trial on October 4, 2010. The final judgment in this 

lawsuit was signed on Septem~er 22, 20 IO & the trial courts plenary power extends to November 2, 20 I 0. 

Plaintiffs/ Appellants cannot frord to pay court costs of approximately $13,000 to $15,000.00; 

II. j SEPARATE ISSUES ON INDIGENT STATUS 

On October 30, 20 I 0, Plaintiis / Appellants received a contest from Republic Title and First American, 

who are Defendants to this orif inal lawsuit. They complain about the TRAP 20.1 not used or complied 

with, so Plaintiff/ Appellants ~imely revised their affidavits of indigence within the trial court's plenary 
/ 

power as filed timely on Nov9mber I, 20 IO prior to November 2, 20 IO trial court plenary power expiration; 
I 

Ill. INDIGENT ST TUS 

a) Plaintiffs/ Appellants ref9renced TRCP 145 because Judge Roach is not an appellate judge to decide 
I 

"indigent status" and this rule/was used in the previously filed affidavits, when there was not valid final 
I 

judgment in this case, which ~reated an invalid contest by the court reporter, Janet Duggar, on April 22, 

2010 and May 7, 20 I 0, invalif Order by Judge Roach on Oct. 21, 20 IO & now invalid contest by counsel; 
I 

b) It appears under the TRCt 145 Ms. Duggar had no legal standing to contest Plaintiffs' affidavits and 

any Orders signed from these /invalid hearings & orders was abuse of discretion & are invalid without any 

valid final judgment, which 9efendants counsel & Judge Roach are trying to use in Oct. 21, 2010 Order; 

c) Furthennore al the April ~2, 2010 and May 7, 2010 hearings Judge Oldner did not examine any of 

Plaintiff Amrhein's and Plainf iffBalistreri's financial records to consider and determine any "indigent 

status" making these hearings[ and Orders invalid wider TRCP 145, a favor for Judge Roach, who was 
I 

under a recusal motion & this was twice abuse of discretion, arbitrary, which needs to be considered in 

these filed Appeals, so Appel ants ask for consideration directly from the Court of Appeals on these errors; 

IV. 

d) The affidavits for the Ap11 22, 20 IO and May 7, 20 IO hearings contained no reference to Texas Rules 

of Appellate Procedure 20.1, et contained the required information of TRCP 145 and TRAP 20.1; 

(Amrhein Affidavit filed Apr I 6, 2010 & Balistreri Affidavit April 23, 2010) The court had no standing 

a. 
1609 
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I .,.. 

to proceed with any "indigent iatus" hearings without any final judgments & no jurisdiction as known by 

the judges, courts, defendants, ~laintiffs and all attomeys. Attorney continue to claim falsity of April, May 

20 JO final judgment existing, ~hen the court record shows it does not; 
I 

e) Plaintiff Amrhein objected/& complained there was no valid final judgment In this lawsuit, but she 

was ignored as Republic Title jutd First American along with all Defendants claimed there was, but then 

turned out to be incorrect basft on this court record, so these were false statements made by their 

individual attorneys to continu~ this falsity & lack of jurisdiction into the October 20, 20 IO Affidavits & 

Notice of Appeal; 

f) During May 7, 2010 hearit, Plaintiff Amrhein offered financial records as custodian, guardian and 

caregiver for Plaintiff Balistrer to Judge Oldner, as presiding judge, because Plaintiff Balistreri needed 

emergency hospitalized & ox~en, so he could not attend this hearing, but Judge Oldner refused these 

financial records & based his 'fdenied indigent status" on Plaintiff Balistreri not being present at this 

hearing. as to claim illness & ,mergency hospitalization is not "good cause'' is abuse of his discretion 

under all these circumstances ~ now being appealed; 
I 

V. /CONTEST ON OCTOBER 29, 2010 BY MAIL 

g) The filed contest of Repu~lic Title and First American does not contain a file stamp copy & it appears 
I 

on the face to be late followin' an Oct. 21, 2010 Order not received, improper and or inappropriate tiling 

with false or invalid statemen~ & information to continue errors, obstruct justice llltd to prevent all Appeals 
I 

b) Under paragraph 3. of cttest filing Procedural History counsel claims the Court came to consider the 
' 

Amrhein's affidavit of Oct. 212010, which the court considered as a "rehearing" of April 6, 2010 affidavit 

and denied security of costs, hen Judge Oldner was doing Judge Roach a favor in violating the rules of 

law as face book friends, with ut any jurisdiction, without any final order, knowing the April 22, 20 lO 
I 

hearing & Order was invalid; I (There was no hearing on Oct. 20, 20 l O affidavit & contest Oct. 29, 20 I 0.) 

I) It cannot be a "rehearing" ~lthout a valid "indigent status" hearing without any final judgment, without 

jurisdiction, so this is abuse ot discretion, bias, prejudice, favors and creating error upon error by ignoring 
I 

& denying the Oct. 20, 2010 mrhein's affidavit following the final judgment on Sept. 22, 20!0; ( April 

comes before Sept 2010, so hing was valid at the April 22, 20 IO contest hearing or Oct. 21, 20 IO Order; 

j) Court Orders does nots ify which of Plaintiff's Affidavit was considered and denied and out of an 

'f. 

1610 
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""' 
abundance of caution to all th~ errors made by the judges, Republic & First American file their contest, 

! 

when Plaintiffs were never giVfl' any Order from October 21, 2010 as claimed in this letter & filing. Again 
I 

Plaintiffs are denied any valid rearing on indigent status & NO TIMELY CONTEST TO SUPPORT 

ANYO 

information from surprise clai s by attorneys made after the fact as they are treated differently from 
! 

Defendants and their counsel, Which demonstrates more bias & prejudice.) 
I 

k) When Plaintiffs paid the Sf 31.00 in court costs that should include responses & communication from 

the court on all orders timely tr all litigants. Plaintiffs don't read minds & no previous notice of contest, 

hearings & Orders were given !per TRCP 21 & TRCP 21 a as was to only Defendants attorneys; 
i 

I) Anthony Balistreri severanfe, no jurisdiction, refused representation, dismissal of his claim is all being 

Appealed because he is still a iarty to the original lawsuit under Texas Laws for Cause No.296-01145-

! 

2008, so his affidavit is valid, }"hen the court erred in severing him from the case; 
I 

m) Plaintiffs have filed "revi~d Affidavits of indigent status" based on "new updated additional relevant 
i 

information" & according to ~exas Rule of Appellate Procedure 20 & TRAP 20.1 along with TRCP 145 

prior to the Nov. 2, 2010 exp+tion of the trial courts plenary power with copies to all parties & all courts; 

n) There is no valid contest, ~here is no valid contest Order, no jurisdiction, these affidavits were filed 

correctly & timely because Pl~intiff Balistreri can't pay court costs, Plaintiff Amrhein has made a limited 

payment arrangement of court I cost, arrangement for the court records & court reporter transcripts; 

o) These affidavits were mecj with the trial court, with the Appellate Court, with each party and is done in 
I 

the same way with updated ne~ information as just learned before the trial court's plenary power expires, 
I 

and within the 15 days from t e Oct. 20, 2010 filed Notice of Appeal per TRCP 145 & TRAP 20(a)(2)(A)-

(B)-(C) & TRCP 20.1, so it is imely according to the Texas rules of procedure; 

p) Republic Title & First A erican claim TRCP 145 is only for state action & not for appellate procedure, 

well then they need to clear th t with Judge Oldner & Judge Roach, who both based their "indigent status" 

Orders on TRCP 145 making heir Orders additional errors. This was never raised by any attorneys at any 
I 

hearings & is now waived on ~ppeal. 

q) Paragraph 8 Republic & ~irst American depend on invalid written "indigent status" Orders; 

r) Paragraph 9 Republic Tittf & First American fails to give the complete statements of Orders without 

I 
! 
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jurisdiction, invalid severance,larbitrary orders, violations of federal laws, demonstrated bias & prejudice 

with retaliation for 2 tiled recu~I motions, refused representation, false statements & 2 other existing 

Appeals at the Fifth District C~ of Appeals, which they have personal knowledge of without any rulings, 
I 

so as to mislead on Plaintiff Af1rhein and PlaintiffBalistreri's indigent status affidavits by these 
' 

experienced attorneys as offic~s of the court. This is omissions & false statements for improper rulings; 
I 

s) Attorneys use TRCP 145 f+r April 22, 20I00rder & May 7, 2010 Order, then claim it is not valid, but 

use it for Oct. 21, 20 IO Order t consideration, then falsely claim affidavits were not filed timely when they 

were within 15 days from the *otice of Appeal. They appear to be inexperienced and confused; 
i 

t) In their pray they ask the Crurt for relief for filing ~ truths & false statements about Plaintiffs/ 

Appellants Amrhein & Balis,eri's indigent status and financial conditions for this Appeal; 

u) Plaintiffs Amrhein & Balisreri have complied and filed under both TRCP 145, TRAP 20 & TRAP 20.1 
I 

timely with 15 days of filed 4"peal and before the expiration of the trial courts plenary power according to 

the rules with proper service tt all courts & parties making this Appeal timely & perfected. 

Plaintiffs/ Amrhein & Balistr,ri ask this Court of Appeals to decide their indigent status on court costs for 

one combined Appeal on all isrues associated with Cause No. 296-01145-2008 and Cause No 296-04897-

2009 for legal remedy & relietto which Plaintiffs /Appellants may be entitled to without any further errors 

& delays by the trial court & qerendants / Appellees attorneys, who they can easily pay for this court 
! 

record, costs & Court reporterltranscripts with 7 attorneys & 16 Defendants/ Appellees on all errors. 
I 
I 

Plaintiffs/ Appellants do not tant to deal with the unfairness & errors of Judge Roach any longer. 
I 

Plaintiffs/ Appellants Pray forldue process, access to the Court of Appeals, fairness & JUSTICE! 

(_~~ /J ft> tr) 
S llL, /I ,, . d )r'LI. ,!,~. Ros"."fully ,ubm- , 

-;r~~r"'"', L ~ ~ . 
~/t IJ_J-0) /d:u;,+ 1 ~{;e~~ri·Arnrhefu§afuili~~e ~~'~ 

h ,,. ,, :-;-- · JI & Guardian, Caregiver, Custodian of Records, POA, Next 

fl;{) 7:1;; tJ,_ ~ I~~~°' Anthony J, Ballstr,rl 

u;9'. Anthony J. Balistreri, laintiff, Appellant, Pro Se, 
Incompetent, lncapac ted, Ward by Court Order & 
Refused Court Representation by Judge Roach 

6. 

I 
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6/20/2013 SCANNED Page 1 

, Q:onrt 11f Appeals 
lfi1tl! District 11f u.cxus ut Dallas 

MANDATE 

TO TIIE 296TH .JlJDICIAIL l))STRICT CO CRT OF COLUN COl)~TY, GREETI~GS: 

Before the Court or Appeals I for the Fillh District or Texas. on the 31 '1 day of July. 2012. the 
cause on appeal to re\"isc or rcvcrse the judgment between 

DARLENE B/\LISTRERl-,}MRI !El!\ AND 
/\~Tl IONY J. B/\LISTRfl~I. Appellants 

Appeal !him the 296th .Judicial District 
Court or Collin County. Texas. 
(Tr.Ct.?\o. 296-01145). 

-:\o. 05-09-013 77-CV V. Opinion delivered by .Justice Richter. 
.Justices O"\:eill and 1:rancis participating. 

Al II & INSPECTOR /\ARC~!\ D. MILLER. 
ET AL.. /\ppellecs · 

Was determined: and thcrci~ this Court made its order in these words: 
! 

In accordance with this Court's opinion of this date. the judgment of the trial court is 
AFFIRMED. It is ORI>EtlED that appcllces Al II & INSPECTOR AARON D. MILLER. ET 
AL_. rccO\:~r thei:r costs of t~i_s_ ap_pcal from appellanst DARLE\E 8/\LISTRHU-AMRI !El:\ 
AM) AN 11 IONY .I. BAl.11 I Rl:RI. 

WHEREFORE, wlE COMMAND YOt: to obscr\'e the order of the Court of Appeals 
for the Filth District or Tcx~ts, in this bdrnl Land have it duly obeyed and executed. 

I 
I 

~IT'.':ESS._ th_~ I 10'.\l. CAii~_)LY~ WRIGI l'_L Chief .JustJce of the Court of Appeals. with the 
Sea\ thcrcol alltxed, at the { ll\' ol Dallas. tl11S 19111 da, ol June. 2013. 

I , • 

Ol·Tlt'E CW Tl IE CLERK 

.... / ~-' / .. 
By -· //.~ I:._ ( f__ -~- _,,,! i .. l~ . ... 

2013 JUN 20 AH 11 : 48 

.~NDRE,~.1 · . ~ . . . . .. 
Dlr,,rn: ·. :· ; · :; 

COLL~ pl_.(·/':·· ,'\S 
'1-.-:-i_ '- j BY ..... Y:·" . · . . ·,ry 

Dt:Pl.1TY C1.1·:RK 

1613 



EXHIBIT M 

1614 



Mar 0718, 04:00p Darlene Amrhein 

' 

Darlene C. Batistreri-Athein 
112 WinsJev Circle T 
McKinney, "Texas 75071 

! 

March 08, 2018 
i 

' 

County Court at Law #{, # 5 and et al 
2100 Bloomdale Road 30354 
McKinney, Texas 7507 

I 

RE: CEASE AND DE~1ST DEMAND 
I 

County Court at Law#~' # 5 and all named et al : 
This letter is in regards to your following activities: 

' 

972-547-0448 

All Colli11 CQwty CIJIJ. s..m...L,aw 5 & 6,._A.ttorneys, Cobb. Martinez, Woodland, Phanuef 
Counsels, 1700 Pacific Ave. #3100, Dallas, TX. 75201, Defendants Attorney Lennie 
Bollinger & Wormingt n & Bollinger Law Firm , Maria Wonnington, Lennie Bollinger, Ed 
Krieger, David Benford 212 East Virginia Street, McKinney, TX. 75069, Frank Crowley 
Courts BuildingB3 N. iverftont Blvd., LB#50, 5th Floor (Behind Auxiliary Court #9) 
Dallas, TX 75202, Atto eys Lennie Bollinger, Maria Wonnington, David Benford, Ed 
Krieger at Wonnington & Bo1linger Law Finn, 212 East Virginia St. 75069, Collin County 
ADA Comp Hance Offl ·er Bili Bliym; &-Tim Wyatt-13f;0 'fiioumtbt'fe-Ruml;it 4192, 

p. 1 

McKinney TX 75071 First Regional Administrator Judge Mary Murphy at Frank Crowley 
Courts Building 133 N. Riverfront Blvd., LB#50, 5th Floor (Behind Auxiliary Court #9), 
Dallas, TX.75202, Coll County Judge Dan Wilson & Judge Jay Bender at 2100 Bloomdale 
Road, McKinney, 1X 7 071 For Harassment against Darlene Balistreri_Amrhein in 
violation of Americans ith Disabilities Act ADA to interfere with my medical health & 
medical treatment plan ith repeated harassment in courts & continued false & misleading 
statements to try to dis iss a Jawsuit that is justified for all illegal acts against me. Cease & 
Desist & Stop it Now I mediately or I will go to media / press about your actions & hire an 
attorney to sue you for 11 your actions from December 1. 2017to the present dates 2018. 
Your actions have beco e unbearable, and these activities are in violation of my right to be 
free of such harassmcn . This letter serves us your legal notice to CEASE AND DESIST 
THESE ACTIVITIES MMEDIATELYas well as any other actions that may constitute 
harassment or violate y legal rights. If you fail to comply with this notice, legal action will 
promptly be brought ·nst you, including having law enforcement pursue criminal charges 
and recovering any ages I have suffered in civil court for physical and mental distress or 
otherwise. I am not wa ing any present or future rights to pursue legal action against you. 
This matter is not open to any further negotiation or discussion at all, so cease & desist now. 

To prevent legal action!from being pursued against you, you must sign, date, and return the 
attached Cease and De ist Agreement to the address listed above within 3 days of receipt of 
this notice & mail to m certified. Your failure to sign and return this agreement will be used 
as evidence of your co tinuing violations ofmy legal Constitutional Rights. 

Sincerely, A" I ~ ,4_ ~ ~,
1 

• 

~ ,c:£<!~~ -~-<----z,-----.r 
1streri- mrhein (Enclosure) 

/. 
1615 



Mar071&, M:Mp DartanITT\mrheln 

CEASE AND DESIST AGREEMENT 

In response to the Ceas and Desist Letter I received from Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein 
dated March 08, 2018, .. (Print Name), agree to immediately 
cease and desist engagi g the following activities: 

I 

All Collin County Cout at Law 5 & 6, 2100 Bloomdale Road, McKinney, TX. 75071 

Attorneys, Cobb, Marti1ez, Woodland, PhanucfCounsels, 1700 Pacific Ave.# 3100, Dallas, 
TX. 75201, ; 

,i 

Defendants Attorney i'nnie Bollinger & Wonninglon & Bollinger Law Finn , Maria 
Wonningtvn, Lctmk B linger, I:-d ~r,David Benford 212 East-Virginia Sm.:.t, 
McKinney, TX. 75069 

! 

Frank Crowley Courts iuildingl33 N. Riverfront Blvd., LB#50, 5th Floor (Behind Auxiliary 
Court #9) Dallas, TX 13202, 

I 
Collin County ADA C~pliance Officer Bill Bilyue & Tim Wyatt 2300 Bloomdale Road,# 
4192,McKinneyTX 7f071; 

First Regional Adminisktor Judge Mary Murphy at Frank Crowley Courts Building 133 N. 
Riverfron1 Blvd. , LB#~(), 5th Floor (Behind Auxiliary Court #9), Dallas, TX 75202, 

Collin County Judge Jn Wilson & Judge Jay Bender at 2100 Bloomdale Road, McKinney, 
TX 75071 & all CollinlCounty Court & CityofMcKinney & all Collin Administrators. 

I 

For Harassment againsfDarlene Balistreri~Amrhein in violation of Americans With 
Disabilities Act ADA t interfere with my medical health & medical treatment plan with 
repeated harassment in e courts, continued false & misleading statements to try to dismiss a 
lawsuit that is justified or all iJlegal acts against me. 

I 

Cease & Desist & Stop*'t Now Immediately or I will go to media & press about your actions 
against Darlene C. Bal streri-Amrhein to go public with your illegal acts, so a continuance 
stay must be Ordered i mediately in Case No. 006-02654-2017 & Case :'l"o. 005-02654-2017 

These activities for all~· arties named within are in violations of Darlene C. Balistreri
Amrhein's legal Consti tional Rights, ADA & HIPPA Law as one surgery has been 
scheduled & multiple p ocedures required before this one of two scheduled surgeries. 

I 

I further-agree to not:1-e any other actions that may constitute harasr;ment or violate .Darlene 
C. Balistreri-Amrhein's

1 
legal rights. 

I 

Ifl brea<:h this agreemdnt, Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein may pursue all claims and legal 
remedies in existence prior to my signing this agreement, including costs and attorney's fees. 

I 
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Mar 0718, 04:00p Darlene Amrhein , 

i 

HP OfficeJet Pro 6968 All-in-One f eries 

! 

Last Transaction 

Date Time Type Station ID 

Mar7, 12:39PM Fax Sent 12146532957 

972-547-0448 

Fax Log for 
Darlene Amrhein 
972-547-0448 
Mar 07 201812:40PM 

Duration 

Digital Fax 

1:25 
NIA 

Pages 

2 

p.3 

Resuft 

OK 
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I 
I 

AUSE NO. 006-02654-2017 

DARLEl,NE C. AMRHEIN, et al, Plaintiffs, 

v. 
ATTORNEY LENNtE F. BOLLINGER, AND WORMINGTON & 

BOLLIN~ER LAW FIRM, Def~ndants, et al 

Collin County Court at Law Six (6) 
QOLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

PLAINTIFF' MOTION TO UASH ALL WRITTEN 
INTENTIONS O PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS F·ROM 

NOTARY PUB IC & TEXAS BACK INSTITUTE FOR 
" OOD CAUSE" REASONS 

·AND 

PLAINTIFF'S OTION FOR SANCTIONS AGAINST 
DEFENDANTS et al & THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD FOR 

" OOD CAUSE" REASONS 

1<&~~11 

Darlene C. Balistreri-~mr~ein, Plaintiff 

112 Winsley Circle 

McKinney, TX. 75071 

CD (") 
~ 0 
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i CAUSE NO. 006-02654-2017 

DtENE C. AMRHEIN, et al, Plaintiffs, 

I • V. 

.IL",:.,_,; ~ /) 
(T~~-
e. 

ATTORNEY LE~NIE F. BOLLINGER, AND WORMINGTON & 
BOLtINGER LAW FIRM, Defendants, et al 

4omn County Court at Law Six (6) 
i COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

PLAINTIFF'S MO ION TO UASH ALL WRITTEN INTENTIONS OF 
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS FROM NOTARY PUBLIC & 
TEXAS BACK INSTITUTE FOR "GOOD CAUSE" REASONS 

AND 

PLAINTIFF'S MOTi N FOR SANCTIONS AGAINST DEFENDANTS . et al & 
THEIR ATTORNE S OF RECORD FOR "GOOD CAUSE" REASONS 

COMES NOW, Plaintiff, arlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein to file Plaintiff's Motion To 
Quash All Written Intentio s Of Production of Documents From Notary Public & Texas 
Back Institute For "Good ause" Reasons And Plaintiffs Motion For Sanctions Against 
Defendants' et al and Thei Attorneys of Record For "Good Cause" Reasons as follows: 

I. MOTION TO UA ff WRITTEN INTEMNTIONS OF PRODUCTION OF 
DO UMENTS FROM NOTARY PUBLIC 

1) Defendants & their att$eys (Attorney Phanuef) hired Written Deposition Service, 
LLC 1750 Valley View L e, Suite 210, Dallas, Texas 75234, to send Notice of Intention 
For Production ofDocume ts to Witness Malachi Hackett as Notary Public of Texas by 
April 9, 2018; (Exhibit A) 

1 

I . 

2) Defendants & their Att rneys have served these above documents for the purpose of 
harassments & breach of P aintiff privacy on all documents signed in the normal course 
of business since October , 2017 to the present; 

3) Defendants & their Att rneys signed by Attorney Phanuef continues to harass Plaintiff 
& all her contacts, which i obvious by her continued misconduct in this lawsuit; 

4) Plaintiff is required by e Texas Rules of Civil Procedure to attach a Verification 
Affidavit-with each Court lling, which Plaintiff has done as required; 

5) On each signed Verific tion Affidavit appears the name, signature, date & expiration 
of the notary public & thei notary id number in the normal course of business; 

/. -
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6) Mr. Malachi Hackett as ~otary was not the only notary used as evident in each court 
filing since October 1, 201 , so this exercise is unnecessary as it proves nothing & she is 
trying to invade his person l record book that renders no additional information other 
than Plaintiff's driver licen e to continue to invade Plaintiff's privacy & objected to; 

7) This written production is used to harass & try to discredit Plaintiff as if she violated 
any Texas Civil Rules of P cedure, which is untrue, false & meant to harass Plaintiff; 

8) Plaintiff objects to Defe dants & their dirty trick tactics as pure harassment & 
unnecessary, which has not ing to do with the "Legal Malpractice & Corruptions of 
Defendants Lennie Bolling r, et al, so it is totally irrelevant & duplicate information is 
obvious harassment in this awsuit; 

II. MOTION TO UA H WRITTEN INTEMNTIONS OF PRODUCTION OF 
DOCUMENTS F OM TEXAS BACK INSTIUTE & PHYSICIANS 

9) Defendants & their atto eys (Attorney Phanuef) hired Written Deposition Service, 
LLC 1750 Valley View L , Suite 210, Dallas, Texas 75234, to send Notice oflntention 
For Production ofDocume ts to Witness Texas Back Institute & their Physicians Medical 
Records by April 9, 2018; Exhibit B) 

10) Defendants & their att rneys (Attorney Phanuef) continue to harass Plaintiff 
Amrhein, invades my priva y against HIPPA Laws & interferes with her ongoing medical 
care to intimidate, upset, a ect & continue work, knowing this is against physicians 
medical restrictions & orde s of no work to prevent clearance for April 26, 2018 first 
surgery, which is irrevevat t "legal malpractice;" 

11) Defendants & Their A~orneys ( Attorney Phanuef) is engaging in personal injuries 
against Plaintiff in retaliati9n for filing this lawsuit against Defendants, et al; 

I 

12) Defendants & Their A omeys (Attorney Phanuef) have threatened Plaintiff & 
demanded that she dismiss his lawsuit, which was refused, so now she is trying to 
pressure to the detriment of my health knowingly making them liable for more injuries; 

13) Defendants & Their A omeys & (Attorney Phanuef) are filing false statements in 
court filings like in "false v~xatious litigant claims," tried to discredit Plaintiff's 
reputation & character, con*nued harassments, including mailing to home, threatened 
Plaintiff to dismiss this Jaw uit or else & "dirty tricks," which is also tampering with 
Plaintiff as a witness in this lawsuit; · 

· 14) Plaintiff has a ri ht tom rivac under IDPP Ri hts & Laws as no entitlement 
by these Defendants, et al their Attorneys in this lawsuit with no medical rights; 

15) Plaintiff's medical infof111ation & care is irrelevant to the legal malpractice, wrongs, 
violations of laws & corrup~ions, etc. by Defendants, et al in this lawsuit& not a defense; 

! 

I 

. I 
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16) Defendants & Their A orneys & (Attorney Phanuef) actions amount to intimidation, 
invasion of privacy, harass ents, threats, bullying, abuses, conspiracy with others to 
detriment of Plaintiff, pers nal injuries, interference in medical care & treatment, giving 
false statements & increase unnecessary litigation costs as objected to & charges of 
required sanctions for addi ional pain, suffering & upset to this surgery clearance ; 

17) I, as Plaintiff, have be n personally & financially threatened by Defendants, et al & 
their court record Attorney , et al & Attorney Carrie Johnson Phaneuf, et al; 

D BY DEFENDANTS et al & THEIR ATTORNEYS: 

18) Committin er·ur is a violation of Texas state law. One commits perjury by 
making a false statement ( ither oral or written) while under oath or when swearing to the 
truth of a previous false sta ement that was either made under oath or required to be made 
under oath (such as a writt n statement). In order to prove a case for perjury, prosecutors 
must prove that the defend4nt made the false statement with the intent to deceive and 
with knowledge of the stat~ment's meaning. 

Periury Laws 

I 
···! 

I 

Both individual states and th federal government have laws making perjury a criminal offense. While the basic dt 
· same at both the federal and he state level, the penalties may be different. For instance, the federal law against~ 
Code classifies perjury as a f lony. This means that someone who lies under oath in federal court, or who lies unc 

· on behalf of the federal gove nment may be sentenced to up to five years in jail. 
Some states classify perjury s a felony as well. Penalties for a felony are always more serious than a misdemear 
fines, and a year or more of j ii or prison time. In other states, however, perjury may be a misdemeanor. In New Y 
perjury is a felony or a misde eanor depends upon the lie that was told and the impact of that lie. Under New Yor 
under oath is a class A misd meanor, but telling a material lie under oath, or an important lie, is a felony. 

Elements of Periury ' 

· In order for a defendant to be found guilty of perjury, the prosecutor must prove all elements of the crime beyond : 

Although the elements of perjury vary between individual states and federal law, the elements of perjury are simil, 
charged with perjury, he ors e generally must have 1) been sworn in or made a solemn legal promise to tell the t 

. statement or told a lie on pur ose. Prosecutors can sometimes prove that a defendant lied by showing inconsister 
by the defendant. For instan , if a person testifies one way in a deposition and another way in court, and the stat 
another, this is solid evidenc of perjury even if the prosecutor cannot prove which of the statements was untrue. 

Most states and the federal ivernment have an additional requirement, that the misstatement was material or im 
which it was made. If a witne s was testifying in case about a robbery of a diner. for example, lying about whether 
diner would be material since seeing the defendant at the scene of the crime would be relevant to the defendant's 
about what he ate for breakf t, on the other hand, usually wouldn't be a material misstatement that would result i 

Texas Penal Code & 37 01. et se 

Statutory Definition of erjury 

Classification of the Cri e Class A misdemeanor, Third degree felony for aggravated perjury 
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Per·u is a serious cri e in any jurisdiction, since it has the effect of undermining 
the very integrity of the riminal justice system. But the "materiality" of the perjury 
is what determines just h w serious a charge it warrants. If you have been charged 
with perjury in Texas, yo will want legal representation. 

Per·u and Other Fals fication 

SEC. 37.01. DEFINITI NS. IN THIS CHAPTER: 

( l) "Court record" means ~ decree, judgment, order, subpoena, warrant, minutes, or other 
document issued by a cou~ of: · . 

(A) this state; 
(B} another state; 
(C) the United States; 
(D) a foreign country reco nized by an act of congress or a treaty or other international 
convention to which the U ited States is a party; 
(E) an Indian tribe recogni ed by the United States; or 
(F) any other jurisdiction, t rritory, or protectorate entitled to full faith and credit in this 
state under the United Stat s Constitution. 

i 
! 

SEC. 37.02. PERJURY.I 
I 

(a) A person commits an o+tf'ense if, with intent to deceive and with knowledge of the 
statement's meaning: r 

I 

i 

( 1) he makes a false statem~nt under oath or swears to the truth of a false statement 
previously made and the st1tement is required or authorized by law to be made under 
oath; or ; 

I 

(2) he makes a false unswotn declaration under Chapter 132, Civil Practice and Remedies. 
Code. (b) An offense und~r this section is a Class A 

I 
I 

! 

SEC. 37.03. AGGRAV+TED PERJURY. 

(a) A person commits an offense ifhe commits perjury as defined in Section 37.02, and 
the false statement: I 

(I) is made during or in cotjnection with an official proceeding; and 
(2) is material. . ! . 

(b) An offense under this s~ction is a felony of the third degree. 

f. 
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SEC. 37.04. MATERIA ITY. 

(a) A statement is material, regardless of the admissibility of the statement under the rules 
of evidence, if it could hav affected the course or outcome of the official proceeding. 
(b) It is no defense to pros~ution under Section 37.03 (Aggravated Perjury) that the 
declarant mistakenly belie ed the.statement to be immaterial. 
(c) Whether a statement is . aterial in a given factual situation is a question of law. 

SEC. 37.0S. RETRAc:$oN. 
I . 

It is a defense to prosecutiqn under Section 37 .03 (Aggravated Perjury) that the actor 
retracted his false statemen~: · 

(1) before completion of th~ testimony at the offici~l proceeding; and 
(2) before it became m_aniffst that the falsity of the statement would be expos 

I 

SEC. 37.07. IRREGUL.~RITIES NO DEFENSE. 

I 
(a) It is no defense to prosl'cution under Section 37.02 (Perjury) or 37.03 (Aggravated 
Perjury) that the oath was dministered or taken in an irregular manner, or that there was 
some irregularity in the ap ointment or qualification of the person who administered the 
oath. · 

(b) It is no defense t~ pro~cution under Section 37.02 (Perjury) or 37.03 (Aggravated 
Perjury) that a document as not sworn to if the document contains a recital that it was 
made under oath, the decla ant was aware of the recital when he signed the document, 

· and the document contains
1 

the signed jurat of a public servant authorized to administer 
oaths. 1 

· 

Texas Penal Code 37.08 False Re ort to Peace Officer Federal S ecial 

Investi ator or Law Eni rcement Em lo ee: 

i 

(a) A person commits an offense if, knowing that an investigation or official proceeding 
is pending or in progress, ~e: 

I 

(1) alters, destroys, or contjeals any record, document, or thing with intent to impair its 
verity, legibility, or availa~ility as evidence in the investigation or official proceeding; or 

I 
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(2) makes, presents, or use* any record, document, or thing with knowledge of its falsity 
and with intent to affect th1 course or outcome of the investigation or official proceeding. 

(b) This section shall not a ply if the record, document, or thing concealed is privileged 
or is the work product oft e parties to the investigation or official proceeding. 
(c) An offense under Subs ction (a) or Subsection (d)(l) is a felony of the third degree, 
unless the thing altered, de troyed; or concealed is a human corpse; in which case the 
offense is a felony of the s cond degree. An offense under Subsection (d)(2) is a Class A 
misdemeanor. i 

( c-1) It is a defe.nse to pr~sicution u~de.r Su~s~ction (a) or ( d~{I) that the record, 
document, or thmg was vis al material proh1b1ted under Section 43.261 that was 
destroyed as described by ubsection (f)(3)(B) of that section. 
(d) A person commits an o fense if the person: 

i 
(1) knowing that an offenst has been committed, alters, destroys, or conceals any record, 
document, or thing with intent to impair its verity, legibility, or availability as evidence in 
any subsequent investigatitn of or official proceeding related to the offense; or 
(2) observes a human corp e under circumstances in which a reasonable person would 
believe that an offense had been committed, knows or reasonably should know that a law 
enforcement agency is not ~ware of the existence of or location of the corpse, and fails to 
report the existence of and I location of the corpse to a law enforcement agency. 

! 

I 

(e) In this section, "huma~lcorpse" has the meaning assigned by Section 42.08. 
I . 

I 

SEC. 37.10. TAMPERI~G WITH GOVERNMENTAL RECORD. 
• ! 

(a) A person commits an o~fense if he: 

(1) knowingly makes a fat e entry in, or false alteration of, a governmental record; 
(2) makes, presents, or use any record, document, or thing with knowledge of its falsity 
and with intent that it be t ken as a genuine governmental record; 
(3) intentionally destroys, onceals, removes, or otherwise impairs the yerity, legibility, 
or availability of a gover ental record; 
(4) possesses, sells, or offi rs to sell a governmental record or a blank governmental 
record form with intent th t it be used unlawfully; 
(5) makes, presents, or use a governmental record with knowledge of its falsity; or 
(6) possesses, sells, or offi rs to sell a governmental record or a blank governmental 
record form with know led e that it was obtained unlawfully. 
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(b) It is an exception to the' application of Subsection (a)(3) that the governmental record 
is destroyed pursuant to le al authorization or transferred under Section 441.204, 
Government Code. Wi.th r gard to the destruction of a local government record, legal 
authorization includes com liance with the provisions of Subtitle C, Title 6, Local 
Government Code. . 
(c) (1) Except as providedly Subdivisions (2), (3), and (4) and by Subsection (d), an 
offense under this section i a Class A misdemeanor unless the actor's intent is to defraud 
or harm another, in which vent the offense is a state jail felony. 

' 

(2) An offense under this stction is a felony of the third degree if it is shown on the trial 
of the offense that the gov9rnrnental record was: 

i 

(A) a public school record, report, or assessment instrument required under Chapter 39, 
Education Code, data repo ed for a school district or open-enrollment charter school to 
the Texas Education Agen y through the Public Education Information Management 
System (PEIMS) described by Section 42.006, Education Code, under a law or rule 
requiring that reporting, or license, certificate, permit, seal, title, letter of patent, or 
similar document issued b government, by another state, or by the United States, unless 
the actor's intent is to defr ud or harm another, in which event the offense is a felony of 
the second degree; I 

(B) a written report of a ~dical, chemical, toxicological, ballistic, or other expert 
exami~ation or test perfo ed on physical evidence for the purpose of determining the 
connection or relevance of he evidence to a criminal action; 
(C) a written report of the qertification, inspection, or maintenance record of an 
instrument, apparatus, imp,ment, machine, tir other similar device used in the course of 
an examination or test perfi rmed on physical evidence for the purpose of determining the 
connection or relevance of he evidence to a criminal action; or 
(D) a search warrant issued by a magistrate. · 

I 

(3) An offense under this sf tion is a Class C misdemeanor if it is shown on the trial of 
the offense that the govern ental record is a governmental record that is required for 
enrollment of a student in a school district and was used by the actor to establish the 
residency of the student. I 

(4) An offense under this s ction is a Class B misdemeanor if it is shown on the trial of 
the offense that the govern ental record is a written appraisal filed with an appraisal 
review board under Sectio 4I.43(a-l), Tax Code, that was performed by a person who 
had a contingency interest i the outcome of the appraisal review board hearing. 

I 

( d) An offense under this s~ction, if it is shown on the trial of the offense that the 
governmental record is destribed by Section 37.0l(2)(D), is: 

I 1. 
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(1) a Class B misdemeano;· if the offe1_1se is committed under Subsection (a)(2) or 
Subsection (a)(5) and the d fendant is convicted of presenting or using the record; 
(2) a felony of the third de ree if the offense is committed under: 

I 

(A) Subsection (a){l), (3), (4), or (6); or 
(B) Subsection (a)(2) or (5) and the defendant is convicted of making the record; and 

I 

(3) a felony of the second ~egree, notwithstanding Subdivisions(]) and (2), if the actor's 
intent in committing the offense was to defraud or harm another. 

I 

' I 

(e) It is an affirmative defepse to prosecution for possession under Subsection (a)(6) that 
the possession occurred in fhe actual discharge of official duties as a public servant. 
(t) It is a defense to prosec,tion under Subsection (a)(l), (a)(2), or (a)(5) that the false 
entry or false information ~ould have no effect on the government's purpose for requiring 
the governmental record. I 

(g) A person is presumed t intend to defraud or harm another if the person acts with 
respect to two or more oft e same type of governmental records or blank governmental 
record forms and if each g vernmental record or blank governmental record fomi is a . 
license, certificate, permit, eat, title, or similar document issued by government. 
(h) If condu<;t that constitu es an offense under this section also constitutes an offense 
under Section 32.48 or 37. 3, the actor may be prosecuted under any of those sections. 
(i) With the consent of the ppropriate local county or district attorney, the attorney 
general has concurrent juri diction with that consenting local prosec4tor to prosecute an 
offense under this section at involves the state Medicaid program. 
G) It is not a defense to pro ecution under Subsection (a)(2) that the record, document, or 
thing made, presented, or used displays or contains the statement "NOT A 
GOVERNMENT DOC NT" or another substantially similar statement intended to 
alert a person to the falsity of the record, document, or thing, unless the record, 
document, or thing display the statement diagonally printed clearly and indelibly on both 
the front and back of the re ord, document, or thing in solid red capital letters at least 
one-fourth inch in height. 

SEC. 37.13. RECORD F FRAUDULENT COURT: 

(a) A person commits an o~ense if the person makes, presents, or uses any document or 
other record with: 

i 

( 1) knowledge that the doctment or other record is not a record of a court created under 
or established by the consti ution or laws of this state or of the United States; and 
(2) the intent that the docu ent or other record' be given the same legal effect as a record 
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of a court created under or ~stablished by the constitution or laws of this state or of the 
United States. 1 

(b) An offense under this s~ction is a Class A misdemeanor, except that the offense is a 
felony of the third degree ir it is shown on the trial of the offense that the defendant has 
previously been convictedtnder this section on two or more occasions. 
(c) If conduct that constitu es an offense under this section also constitutes an offense 
under Section 32.48 or 37., 0, the actor may be prosecuted under any of those sections. 

19) Understanding ThF HIPPA Law: 
I 

HIP AA is an acron m fo The Health Insurance Portabili and Accountabili Act 
and was first enforced in I 96. This Act was created to provide protection for personal 

. health information. This A t is balanced so that it provides needed information to health 
care providers for patient c~re, but also provides patients certain rights to that personal 
information. i · 

Enforcement for most HIP M covered entities was enforced beginning on April 14, 2003 
while smaller health insurers were given one additional year. Enforcement activities 
include complaint investig · tion, compliance reviews, and continued education. The 
enforcement activities resu ted in an improvement of privacy protection for the health 
care information of individ als. 
The Privac Rule is a fed ral law which allows you certain rights over your personal 
health information. You m y obtain your health records, correct information on your 
health record and give per ission to those who need to see your health records. This law 
sets rules and limitations o who can view and receive your personal information whether 
it is verbal, electronic, or ~ritten. The information that is protected includes any 
information that is put in ypur medical record by doctors, nurses, or other health care 
providers, any information in your heath insurera€™s computer system, billing . 
information, and any conv rsations that are discussed between your doctor and nurses in 
regards to your treatment care. The Privacy Rule applies to covered entities only~ these 
include health plans, heal care clearinghouses, and health care providers who submit 
health care information ele tronically. 
If you feel as though your ealth information is not being protected, you may file a 
complaint with your provi er, health insurer, or the U.S. Government. In order to file a 
complaint, it must be writt n and submitted via mail, e-mail, or fax within 180 days. If 
there is a€regood causea€ , the Office for Civil Rights (OCR) may allow an extension 
beyond the 180-day period When sending in the complaint, make sure that you are 
sending it to the correct O R office or the OCR Headquarters. 
The introduction of the HI AA laws has helped improve the awareness of personal health 
care information issues. W th patients, it has improved the level of comfort and trust that 
their information is being andled correctly. 

t/. 
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• The Standards or Priva o Individual/ ldenti ,able Health In ormation · "Privac 
Rule") establishes, for th first time, a set of national standards for the protection of 
certain health information The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services ("HHS") 
issued the Privacy Rule to implement the requirement of the Health Insurance Portability 
and Accountability Act of 1996 ("HIP AA"). 1 The Privacy Rule standards address the use 
and disclosure of individu ls' health information-called "protected health information" 
by organizations subject t the Privacy Rule - called "covered entities," as well as 
standards for individuals' rivacy rights to understand and control how their health 
information is ·used. Withi HHS, the Office for Civil Rights ("OCR") has responsibility 
for implementing and en£ rcing the Privacy Rule with respect to voluntary compliance 
activities and civil money enalties. 

A ma· or oal of the Priv c Rule is to assure that individuals' health information is 
properly protected while a lowing the flow of health information needed to provide and 
promote high quality heal care and to protect the public's health and well being. The 
Rule strikes a balance that ermits ii:nportant uses of information, while protecting the 
privacy of people who see care and healing. Given that the health care marketplace is 
diverse, the Rule is design d to be flexible and comprehensive to cover the variety of 
uses and disclosures that n ed to be addressed. 

This is a summa Rule and not a complete or 
comprehensive guide to co pliance. Entities regulated by the Rule are obligated to 
comply with all of its appli able requirements and should not rely on this summary as a 
source oflegal mformation or advice. To make it easier for entities to review the 
complete requirements of e Rule, provisions of the Rule referenced in this summary are 
cited in the end notes. Visi our Privacy Rule section to view the entire Rule, and for 
other additional helpful in£ rmation about how the Rule applies. In the event of a conflict 
between this summary and e Rule, the Rule governs. 

i 

Statutory and Regulato~ Background 

• The Health Insurance Po abili and Accountabili Act of 1996 IPAA Public 
Law 104-191, was enacted n August 21, 1996. Sections 261 through 264 ofHIPAA 
require the Secretary of S to publicize standards for the electronic exchange; privacy 
and security of health info ation. Collectively these are known as the Administrative 
Simplification provisions. I 

i 

HIPAA required the Secre to issue privacy regulations governing individually 
identifiable health infonnat on, if Congress did not enact privacy legislation within three 
years of the passage of HIP . Because Congress did not enact privacy legislation, HHS 
developed a proposed rule d released it for public comment on November 3, 1999. The 
Department received over 5 ,000 public comments. The final regulation, the Privacy 
Rule, was published Dece er 28, 2000.2 

/tJ. 
1629 



---- --- ~------ ----·-

p 0 

In March 2002, the Depart ent proposed and released for public comment modifications 
to the Privacy Rule. The D partment received over 11,000 comments.The final 
modifications were publis ed in final form on August 14, 2002.3 A text combining the 
final regulation and the m difications can be found at 45 CFR Part 160 and Part 164, 
Subparts A and E. · 

Who is Covered by the Ptivacy Rule: 

The Privacy Rule, as well as all the Administrative Simplification rules, apply to health 
plans, health care clearing ouses, and to any health care provider who transmits health 
information in electronic fl rm in connection with transactions for which the Secretary of 
HHS has adopted standard under HIPAA (the "covered entities"). For help in 
determinin whether ou a e covered use CMS's decision tool. 

Health Plans. Individual d group plans that provide or pay the cost of medical care are 
covered entities.4 Health pl s include health, dental, .vision, and prescription drug 
insurers, health maintenan e ~rganizations ("HMOs"), Medicare, Medicaid, 
Medicare+Choice and Me icare supplement insurers, and long-term care insurers 
(excluding nursing·home fi ed-indemnity policies). Health plans also include employer
sponsored group health pl s, government and church~sponsored health plans, and multi
employer health plans. Th e are exceptions-a group health plan with less than 50 
participants that is adminis ered solely by the employer that established and maintains the 
plan is not a covered entity Two types of government-funded programs are not health 
plans: (1) those whose prin ipal purpose is not providing or paying the cost of health 
care, such as the food stam s program; and (2) those programs whose principal activity is 
directly providing health c e, such as a community health center, 5 or the making of 
grants to fund the direct pr vision of health. care. Certain types of insurance entities are 
als.o not health plans, inclu ing entities providing only workers' compensation, 
automobile insurance, and roperty and casualty insurance. If an insurance entity has 
separable lines of business, one of which is a health plan,. the HIP AA regulations apply to 
t,he entity with respect to th health plan line of business. 
\ 
1 

Health Care Providers. E ery health care provider, regardless of size, who 
electronically transmits he Ith information in connection with certain transactions, is a 
covered entity. These trans ctions include claims, benefit eligibility inquiries, referral 
authorization requests, or o her transactions for which HHS,has established standards 
under the HIPAA Transact ons Rule.6 Using electronic technology, such as email, does 
not mean a health care pro ider is a covered entity; the transmission must be in 
connection with a standard transaction. The Privacy Rule covers a health care provider 
whether it electronically tr smits these transactions directly or uses a billing service or 
other third party to do so o its behalf. Health care providers include all "providers of 
services" (e.g., institutional providers such as hospitals) and "providers of medical or 
health services" ( e.g., non~· stitutional providers such as physicians, dentists and other 
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practitioners) as defined bylMedicare, and any other person or organization that 
furnishes, bills, or is paid fqr health care. · 

I 

Health Care Clearin hou es.Health care clearinghouses are entities that process 
. nonstandard infonnation th y receive from another entity into a standard (i.e., standard 
· fonnat or data content), or~ice versa.7 In most instances, health care clearinghouses will 

receive individually identifiable health infonnation only when they are providing these 
processing services to a he Ith plan or health care provider as a business associate. In 
such inst3!1ces, only certaijpro~isions of the Privacy Rule ar~ applica?.le to the health 
care cleannghouse' s uses d disclosures of protected health mfonnat1on. 8Health care 
clearinghouses include billi g services, repricing companies, community health 
management infonnation s stems, and value-added networks and switches if these 
entities perfonn clearingho*se functions. 

Business Associates: 

I 

Business Associate Define In general, a business associate is a person or organization, 
other than a member of a c vered entity's workforce, that perfonns certain functions or 
activities on behalf of, or pr vides certain services to, a covered entity that involve the 
use or disclosure of individ ally identifiable health infonnation. Business associate 
functions or activities on be alf of a covered entity include claims processing, data 

· an~lysis, utilization review, and billing.9 Business associate services to a covered entity 
are limited to legal, 'actuari 1, accounting, consulting, data aggregation, management, 
administrative, accreditatio , or financial services. However, persons or organizations are 
not considered business ass ciates if their functions or services do not involve the use or 
disclosure of protected heal infonnation, and where any access to protected health 
information by such person would be incidental, if at all. A covered entity can be the 
business associate of anoth r covered entity. 

I 

Business Associate Contr ct. When a covered entity uses a contractor or other non
workforce member to perfo "business associate" services or activities, the Rule 
requires that the covered en ity include certain protections for the infonnation in a 
business associate agreeme t (in certain circumstances governmental entities may use 
alternative means to ~chiev the same protections). In the business associate contract, a 
covered entity must impose specified written safeguards on the individually identifiable 
health infonnation used or isclosed by its business associates. 10 Moreover, a covered 
entity may not contractuall authorize its business associate to make any use or 
disclosure of protected heal h infonnation that would violate the Rule. Covered entities 
that had an existing written ontra~t or agreement with business associates prior to 
October 15, 2002, which w snot renewed or modified prior to April 14, 2003, were 
permitted to continue to op rate under that contract until they renewed the contract or 
April 14, 2004, whichever as first 11 See additional guidance on Business 
Associates and sam le business associate contract Ian ua e. 

/t(. 
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What Information is Prot cted 
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Protected Health Informa ·on. The Privacy Rule protects all "individually identifiable 
health information" held or transmitted by a covered entity or its business associate, in 
any form or media, whethe electronic, paper, or oral. The Privacy Rule calls this 
information "protected heal~h information (PHl)." 12 

I 

"Individually identifiable h~alth information" is information, including demographic 
data, that relates to: · 

• the individual's past, present or future physical or mental health or condition, 

• the provision of health care!to the individual, or 
i 

• the past, present, or future ~ayment for the provision of health care to the individual, 
I ~ 

and that identifies the indivtdual or for which there is a reasonable basis to believe it can 
be used to ident!fy t~e indi idual. 13 Individually .identifiable ~ealth in~ormation includes 
many common identifiers ( .g., name, address, birth date, Social Secunty Number). 

' 

The Privac~ Rule .~xc~ud~s!·. om pro~ected health information emp!oyment reco.rds that a 
covered entity mamtams m its capacity as an employer and education and certam other 
records subject to, or defin din, the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act, 20 
u.s.c. §1232g. 

De-Identified Health Info mation. There are no restrictions on the use or disclosure of 
de-identified health inform tion. 14 De-identified health information neither identifies nor 
provides a reasonable basis to identify an individual. There are two ways to de-identify 
information; either: (1) a ti al determination by a qualified statistic~an; or (2) the 
removal of specified identi ters of the individual and of the individual's relatives, 
household members, and e ployers is required, and is adequate only if the covered entity 
has no actual knowledge th t the remaining information could be used to identify the 
individual. 15 

I 

Basic Principle. A major urpo~e of the Privacy Rule is to define and limit the 
circumstances in which an ndividual's protected heath information· may be used or 
disclosed by covered entiti s. A covered entity may not use or disclose protected health 
information, except either: 1) as the Privacy Rule permits or requires; or (2) as the 
individual who is the subje t of the information (or the individual's personal 
representative) authorizes i writing. 16 · 
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Required Disclosures. A c vered entity must disclose protected health information in 
only two situations: (a) to· dividuals (or their personal represe.ntatiyes) specifically when 
they request access to, or accounting of disclosures of, their protected health 
information; and (b) to Ill when it is undertaking a compliance investigation or review 
or enforcement action. 17 Se additional guidance on Government Access. 

I 

Permitted Uses and Discl1sures 

Permitted Uses and Discl sores. A covered entity is permitted, but not required, to use 
and disclose protected heal information, without an individual's authoriz.ation, for the 
following purposes ot situa ions: (1) To the Individual (unless required for access or 
accounting of disclosures); 2) Treatment, Payment, and Health Care Operations; (3) 
Opportunity to Agree or O ·ect; (4) Incident to an otherwise permitted use and 
disclosure; (5) Public Inter st and Benefit Activities; and (6) Limited Data Set for the 
purposes of research, publi health or health care operations. 18 Covered entities may rely 
on professional ethics and est judgments in deciding which of these permissive uses and 
disclosures to make. 

I 

i 

~1) _T~ the Indi~idual. A_c~vered e~tity ma~ disclose protected health information to the 
md1v1dual who ts the subJeft of the mfonnat1oh. 

(2) Treatment Pa ment ealth Care O erations. A covered entity may use and 
disclose protected health in ormation for its own treatment, payment, and health care 
operations activities. 19 A c vered entity also may disclose protected health information 
for the treatment activities f any health care provider, the payment activities of another 
covered entity and of any alth care provider, or the health care operations of another 
covered entity involving ei er quality or competency assurance activities or fraud and 
abuse detection and comprance activities, if both covered entities have or had a 
relationship with the indivi ual and the protected health information pertains to the 
relationship. See additiona guidance on Treatment, Payment, & Health Care Operations. 

I 
i 

Treatment is the provisio~ coordination, or manage.ment of health care and related 
services for an individual y one or more health care providers, including consultation 
between providers regardi g a patient and referral of a patient by one provider to 
another. 20 

I 

I 

I 

Payment encompasses acti ities of a health plan to obtain premiums, determine or fulfill 
responsibilities for covera e and provision of benefits, and furnish or obtain 
reimbursement for health are delivered to an individual21 and activities of a health care 
provider to ,obtain paymen or be reimbursed for provision of health care to an individual. 
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Health care operations ar~any of the following activities: (a) quality assessment and 
improvement activities, inc uding case management and care coordination; (b) 
competency assurance acti ities, including provider or health plan performance 
evaluation, credentialing, d accreditation; ( c) conducting or arranging for medical 
reviews, audits, or legal se ices, including fraud and abuse detection and compliance 
programs; ( d) specified ins ance functions, such as underwriting, risk rating, and 
reinsuring risk; (e) busines planning, development, management, and administration; 
and (f) business manageme t an4 general administrative activities of the entity, including 
but not limited to: de-identi ing protected health information, creating a limited data set, 
and certain fundraising for e benefit of the covered entity. 22 

i 

Most uses and disclosures f psychotherapy notes for treatment, payment, and health care 
operations purposes requir an authorization as described below.23 Obtaining "consent" 
(written permission from i ividuals to use and disclose their protected health 
information for treatment, ayment, and health care operations) is optional under the 
Privacy Rule for all covere entities.24 The content of a consent form, and the process for 
obtaining consent, are at th discretion of the covered entity electing to seek consent. 

! 

(3) Uses and Disclosures ith O ortuni to A ree or Ob'ect. Informal permission 
may be obtained by asking e individual outright, or by circumstances that clearly give 
the individual the opportun ty to agree, acquiesce, or object. Where the individual is 
incapacitated, in an emerge cy situation, or not available, covered entities generally may 
make such uses and disclos es, if in the exercise of tl!eir professional judgment, the use 
or disclosure is determined to be in the best interests of the individual. 

! 

Facility Directories. It is a ommon practice in many health care facilities, such as 
hospitals, to maintain a dir ctory of patient contact information. A covered health care 
provider may rely on an in ividual's informal permission to list in its facility directory 
the individual's name, gen ral condition, religious affiliation, and location in the 
provider's facility.25 The p ovider may then disclose the individual's condition and 
location in the facility to yone asking for the individual by name, and also may disclose 
religious affiliation to cler y. Members of the clergy are not required to ask for the 
individual by name when i quiring about patient religious affiliation. 

For Noti ,cation and Othe Pur oses. A covered entity also may rely on an individual's 
informal permission to dis lose to the individual's family, relatives, or friends, or to other 
persons whom the individu I identifies, protected health information directly relevant to 
that person's involvement n the individual's care or payment for care. 26 This provision, 
for example, aHows a ph acist to dispense filled prescriptions to a person acting on 
behalf of the patient. Simil rly, a covered entity may rely on an individual's informal 
permission to use or disclo e protected health information for the purpose of notifying 
(including identifying or I eating) family members, personal representatives, or others 
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responsible for the individtl's care of the individual's location, general condition, or 
death. In addition, protecte health information may be dis'closed for notification . 
purposes to public or privat entities authorized by law or charter to assist in disaster 
relief efforts. 1 

(4) Incidental Use and Dis losure. The Privacy Rule does not require that every risk of 
an incidental use or disclos e of protected health information be eliminated. A use or 
disclosure of this informati n that occurs as a result of, or as "incident to," an otheiwise 
permitted use or disclosure s permitted as long as the covered entity has adopted 
reasonable safeguards as re uired by the Privacy Rule, and the information being shared 
was limited to the "minimu necessary," as required by the Privacy Rule.27See additional 
guidance on Incidental Use and Disclosures. · 

(S) Public Interest and Be efit Activities. The Privacy Rule permits use and disclosure 
of protected health informa ion, without an individual's authorization or permission, for 
12 national priority purpose .28 These disclosures are permitted, although not required, by 
the Rule in recognition oft e important uses made of health.information outside of the 
health care context. Specifi conditions or limitations apply to each public interest 
purpose, striking the balanc between the individual privacy interest and the public 
interest need for this inform tion. 

I 

I 

Required by Law. Covered Fntities may use and disclose protected health information 
without individual authoriz4lion as required by law (including by statute, regulation, or 
court orders). 29 1 

I 

I 
I 

Public Health Activities. Ctvered entities may disclose protected health information to: 
( 1) public health authorities authorized by law to collect or receive such information for 
preventing or controlling di ease, injury, or disability and to public health or other 
government authorities au orized to receive reports of child abuse· and neglect; (2) 
entities subject to FDA reg lation regarding FDA regulated products or activities for 
purposes such as adverse e ent reporting, tracking of products, product recalls, and post
marketing surveillance; (3) dividuals who may have contracted or been exposed to a 
communicable disease whe notification is authorized by law; and (4) employers, 
regarding employees, when requested by employers, for information concerning a work
related illness or injury or orkplace related medical surveillance, because such 
information is needed by th employer to comply with the Occupatfonal Safety and 
Health Administration (OH A), the Mine Safety and Health Administration (Ml-ISA), or 
similar state law.30 See addi ional guidance on Public Health Activities and CDC's web 

a es on Public Health and IPAA Guidance. 

Victims o Abuse Ne lect r Domestic Violence. In certain circumstances, covered 
entities may disclose protec ed health information to appropriate government authorities 
regarding victims of abuse, eglect, or domestic violence.31 

/6. 
1635 



I 
I 

~J 
q) 

I 
. ! 

0 

Health Oversi:ht Activit~eiCovered en.titles may dis.close protected health info~ation 
to health oversight agencies (as defined m the Rule) for purposes of legally authorized 
health oversight activities, s ch as audits and investigations necessary for oversight of the 
health care system and gov mment benefit programs. 32 

. I 

Judicial and Administrativ Proceedin s. Covered entities may disclose protected health 
information in a judicial or dministrative proceeding if the 'request for the information is 
through an order from a co rt or administrative tribunal. Such information may also be 
disclosed in response to. a s bpoena or other lawful process if certain assurances 
regarding notice to the indi idual or a prot~cti.ve order are provided.33 

Law En orcement Pur. ose . Covered entities may disclose protected health information 
to law enforcement official for law enforcement purposes under the following six 
circumstances, and subject o specified conditions: (1) as required by law (including court 
orders, court-ordered warr ts, subpoenas) and administrative requests; (2) to identify or 
locate a suspect, fugitive, m terial witness, or missing person; (3) in response to a law 
enforcement official's requ st for information about a victim or suspected victim of a 
crime; (4) to alert law en for ement of a person's death·, if the covered entity suspects that 
criminal activity caused the death; (5) when a covered entity believes that protected 
health information is evide ce of a crime that occurred on its premises; and ( 6) by a 
covered health care provide in a medical emergency not occurring on its premises, when 
necessary to inform law en rcement about the commission and nature of a crime, the 
location of the crime or cri e victims, and the perpetrator of the crime.34 

Decedents. Covered entitietmay disclose protected health information to funeral 
directors as needed, and to oroners or medical examiners to identify a deceased person, 
determine the cause of deat , and perform other functions authorized by law.35 

I 

., 

Cadaveric Or an E e or issue Donation. Covered entities may use or disclose 
protected health informatio to facilitate the donation and transplantation of cadaveric 
organs, eyes, and tissue. 36 

Research. "Research" is an systematic investigation designed to develop or contribute 
to generalizable knowledge 37 The Privacy Rule permits a covered entity to use and 
disclose protected health in ormation. for research purposes, without an individual's 
authorization, provided the overed entity obtains either: ( 1) documentation that an 
alteratio'n or waiver of indi iduals' authorization for the use or disclosure of protected 
health information about th m for research purposes has been approved by an 
Institutional Review Board or Privacy Board; (2) representations from the researcher that 
the use or disclosure of the rotected health information is solely to prepare a research 
protocol or for similar purp se preparatory to research, that the researcher will not 
remove any protected healt information from the covered entity, and that protected 
health information for whic access is sought is necessary for the research; or (3) 
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representations from the rest' archer that the use or disclosure sought is solely for research 
on the protected health info ation of decedents, that the protected health information 
sought is necessary for the r search, and, at the request of the covered entity, 
documentation of the death f the individuals ·about whom information is sought. 38 A 
covered e!}tity also may use or disclose, without an individuals' authorization, a limited 
data set of protected health nformation·for research purposes (see discussion 
below):3,9 See additional gui ance on Research and NIH's publication of "Protecting 
Personal Health Infonnatio in Research: Understandin the HIPAA Privac Rule." -
PDF 

Serious Threat to Health o Sa e . Covered entities may disclose protected health 
information that they believ is necessary to prevent or lessen a serious and imminent 
threat to a person or the pu lie, when such disclosure is made to someone they believe 
can prevent or lessen the eat (including the target of the threat). Covered entities may 
also disclose to law enforce ent if the information is needed to identify or apprehend an 
escapee or violent criminal. 0 

Essential Government Fun tions. An au~orization is not required to use or disclose 
protected health·, informatio for certain essential government functions. Such functions 
include: assuring proper ex cution ofa military mission, conducting intelligence and 
national security activities at are authorized by law, providing protective services to the 
President, making medical uitability determinations for U.S. State Department 
employees, protecting the h alth and safety of inmates or employees in a correctional 
institution, and determining eligibility for or conducting enrollment in certain· 
government benefit progr s.41 

! 

Workers' Compensation. dovered entities may disclose protected health information as 
authorized by, and to comp y with, workers' compensation laws and other similar 
programs providing benefit for work-related injuries or illnesses.4~ See additional 
guidance on Workers' Co ensation. 

(6) Limited Data Set. A Ii ited data set is protected health information from which 
certain specified direct iden ifiers of individuals and their relatives, household members, 
and employers have been r moved.43 A limited data set may be used and disclosed for 
research, health care operat ons, and public health purposes, provided the recipient enters 
into a data use agreement p omising specified safeguards for the protected health 
information within the limi ed data set. 

Authorized Uses and Disc osures 

Authorization. A covered ntity must obtain the individual's written authorization for 
any use or disclosure of pr tected health information that is not for treatment, payment or 
health care operations or o erwise permitted or required by the Privacy Rule.44 A 
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covered entity may not con4ition treatment, payment, enrollment, or benefits eligibility 
on an individual granting anl authorization, except in limited circumstances.45 

I 

An authorization must be ·tten in specific terms. It may allow use and disclosure of 
protected health informatio by the covered entity seeking the authorization, or by a third 
party. Examples of disclosu es that would require an individual's authorization include 
disclosures to a life insurer or coverage purposes, disclosures to an employer of the 
results of a pre-employment physical or lab test, or disclosures to a pharmaceutical firm 
for their own marketing pu oses. 

! 

All authorizations must be · plain language, and contain specific information regarding 
the information to be disclo ed· or used, the person(s) disclosing and receiving the 
information, expiration, rig t to revoke in writing, and other data. The Privacy Rule 
contains transition provisio s applicable to authorizations and other express legal 
permissions obtained prior t April 14, 2003.46 

Psychotherapy Notes47• A fovered entity must obtain an individual's authorization to 
use or disclose psychothera~y notes with the following exceptions48

: 

• The covered entity who ori,inated. the notes may use them for treatment. 

• A covered entity may use o disclose, without an individual's authorization, the 
psychotherapy notes, for its own training, and to defend itself in legal proceedings 
brought by the individual, ft r.HI-IS to investigate or determine the covered entity's 
compliance with the Privac Rules, to avert a serious and imminent threat to public 
health or safety, to a health versight agency for lawful oversight of the originator of the 
psychotherapy notes, for th lawful activities of a coroner or medical examiner or as 
required by law. 1 

' 

Marketing. Marketing is ~y communication about a product or service that encourages 
recipients to purchase or us the product or service.49 The Privacy Rule carves out the 
following health-related act vities from this definition of marketing: 

I . . 

• Communications to describ~ health-related products or services, or payment for them, 
provided by or included in~ benefit plan of the covered entity·making the 
communication; ! 

• Communications about part*

1 

ipating providers in a provider or health plan network, 
replacement of or enhance nts to a health plan, and health-related products or services 
available only to a health p 's enrollees that add value to, but are not part of, the 
benefits plan; I · 

I 

• Communications for treatm}nt of the individual; and 
i 
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• Communications for c~se m~nagement or ca.re coordination for t~e individual, or ~o direct 
or recommend alternative trfatments, therapies, health care providers, or care settmgs to 
the individual. . 

Marketing also is an arrang ment between a covered eritity and any other entity whereby 
the covered· entity discloses rotected health information, in exchange for direct or 
indirect remuneration, for e other entity to communicate about its own products or 
services encouraging the us or purchase of those products or services. A covered entity 
must obtain an authorizatio to use or disclose protected health information for 
marketing, except for face-t -face marketing communications between a covered entity 
and an individual, and for a overed entity's provision of promotional gifts of nominal 
value. No authorization is n eded, however, to make a communication that falls within 
one of the exceptions to the arketing definition. An authorization for marketing that 
involves the covered entity' receipt of direct or indirect remuneration from a third party 
must reveal that fact. See a itional guidance on Marketing. 

! 

Limitin Uses and Disclos res to the Minimum Necessa 

Minimum Necessary. A ce tral aspect of the Privacy Rule is the principle of "minimum 
necessary" use and disclosu e. A covered entity must make reasonable efforts to use, 
disclose, and request only e minimum amount of protected health information needed 
to accomplish the intended urpose of the use, disclosure, or request. so A covered entity 
must develop and impleme t policies and procedures to reasonably limit uses and 
disclosures to the minimum necessary. When the minimum necessary standard applies to 
a use or disclosure, a cover d entity may not use, disclose, or request the entire medical 
record for a particular purp se, unless it can specifically justify the whole record as the 
amount reasonably needed r the purpose. See additional guidance on Minimum 
Necessary. 

The minimum necessary re uirement is not imposed in any of the following 
circumstances: (a) disclosur to or a request by a health care provider for treatment; (b) 
disclosure to an individual ho is the subject of the information, or the individual's ' 
personal representative; ( c) se or disclosure made pursuant to an authorization; ( d) 
disclosure to HHS for comp aint investigation, compliance review or enforcement; ( e) 
use or disclosure that is req ired by law; or (f) use or disclosure required for compliance 
with the HIPAA Transactio s Rule or other HIPAA Administrative Simplification Rules. 

I 

Access and Uses. For inte al uses, a covered entity must develop and implement 
policies and procedures that restrict access and uses of protected health information based 
on the specific roles of the embers of their workforce. These policies and procedures 
must identify the persons, o classes of persons, in the workforce who need access to 
protected health informatio to carry out their duties, the categories of protected health 
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information to which accesJ is needed, and any conditions under which they need the 
information to do their jobs) 

Disclosures and Re uests or Disclosures. Covered entities must establish and 
implement policies and pr edures (which may be standard protocols) for routine, 
recurring disclosures, or re uests for disclosures, that limits the protected health 
information disclosed to th which is the minimum amount reasonably necessary to 
achieve the purpose of the isclosure. Individual review of each disclosure is not 
required. For non-routine, n n-recurring disclosures, or requests for disclosures that it 
makes, covered entities mu t develop criteria designed to limit disclosures to the 
information reasonably nee ssary to accomplish the purpose of the disclosure arid review 
each of these requests indiv dually in accordance with the established criteria. 

Reasonable Reliance. If ther covered entity makes a request for protected health 
information, a covered entit may rely, if reasonable under the circumstances, on the 
request as complying with t is minimum necessary standard. Similarly, a covered entity 
may rely upon requests as b ing the minimum necessary protected health information 
from: (a) a public official, ( ) a professional (such as an attorney or accountant) who is 
the covered entity's busines associate, Seeking the information to provide services to or 
for the covered entity; or ( c a researcher who provides the 
documentation or represent tion required by the Privacy Rule for research. 

I 

Notice and Other Individ 

Privacy Practices Notice. ach covered entity, with certain exceptions, must provide a 
notice of its privacy practic s.51 The Privacy Rule requires that the notice contain certain 
elements. The notice must escribe the ways in which the covered entity may use and 
disclose protected health in ormation. The notice must state the covered entity's duties to 
protect privacy, provide an tice of privacy practices, and abide by the terms of the 
current notice. The notice ust describe individuals' rights, including the right to 
complain to HHS and to th covered entity if they believe their privacy rights have been 
violated. The notice must i elude a point of contact for further information and for 
making complaints to the c vered entity. Covered entities must act in accordance with 
their notices. The Rule also contains specific distribution requirements for direct 
treatment providers, all oth r health care providers, .and health plans. See additional 
guidance on Notice. I 

• Notice Distribution. A covbred health care provider with a direct treatment relationship 
with individuals must have ~elivered a pnvacy practices notice to patients starting April 
14, 2003 as follows: ' 

I 

i 

o Not later than the first servte encounter by personal delivery (for patient visits), by 
automatic and contemporan

1
ous electronic response (for electronic service delivery), and 

I 

;:<,/. 
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by prompt mailing ( for i 

telephonic service delivery);! . 

o By posting the notice at eac~ service delivery site in a clear and prominent place where 
people seeking service may.reasonably be expected to be able to read the notice; and 

I 

o In emergency treatment situ~tions, the provider must furnish its notice as soon as 
practicable after the emergef cy abates. 

Covered entities, whether di ect treatment providers or indirect treatment providers (such 
as laboratories) or health pl s must supply notice to anyone on request.52 A covered 
entity must also make its no ice electronically available on any web site it maintains for 
customer service or benefits information. 

. . 

The covered entities in an o ganized health care arrangement may use a joint privacy 
practices notice, as long as ach agrees to abide by the notice content with respect to the 
protected health informatio created or received in connection with participation in the 
arrangement. 53 Distribution fa joint notice by any covered entity participating in the 
organized health care arran ement at the first point that an OHCA member has an 
obligation to provide notice atisfies the distribution obligation of the other participants in 
the organized health care angement. · 

i 

A health plan must distribut its privacy practices notice to each of its enrollees by its 
Privacy Rule compliance da e. Thereafter, the health plan must give its notice to each 
new enrollee at enrollment, d send a reminder to every enrollee at least once every 
three years that the notice is available upon request. A health plan satisfies its distribution 
obligation by furnishing the notice to the "named insured," that is, the subscriber for 
coverage that also applies tq spouses and dependents. 

I 

• Acknowled ement of Noti e Recei t. A covered health care provider with a direct 
treatment relationship with ·ndividuals must make a good faith effort to obtain written 
acknowledgement from pati nts of receipt of the privacy practices notice.54 The Privacy 
Rule does not prescribe any particular content for the acknowledgement. The provider 
must document the reason fi r any failure to obtain the patient's written 
acknowledgement. The pro ider is relieved of the need to request acknowledgement in an 
emergency treatment situati n. 

Access. Except in certain ci cumstances, individuals have the right to review and obtain a 
copy of their protected heal information in a covered entity's designated record 
set.55 The "designated recor set" is that group of records maintained by or for a covered 
entity that is used, in whole r part, to make decisions about individuals, or that is a 
provider's medical and billi g rec.ords about individuals or a health plan's enrollment, 
payment, claims adjudicati , and case or medical management record system~. 56 The 
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Rule excepts from the right f access the following protected health information: 
psychotherapy notes, info ation compiled for legal proceedings, laboratory results to 
which the Clinical Laborato Improvement Act (CLIA) prohibits access, or information 
held by certain research lab ratories. For information included within the right of access, 
covered entities may deny a individual access in certain specified situations, such ·as 
when a health care professi nal believes access could cause harm to the individual or 
another. In such situations, e individual must be given the right to have such denials 
reviewed by a licensed heal care professional for a second opinion.57Covered entities 
may impose· reasonable, cos -based fees for the cost. of copying and postage. 

! 

Amendment. The Rule giv s individuals the right to have covered entities amend their 
protected health informatio in a designated record set when that information is 
inaccurate or incomplete. 58 fa covered entity accepts an amendment request, it must 
make reasonable efforts to rovide the amendment to persons that the individual has 
identified as needing it, and o persons that the covered entity knows might rely on the 
information to the.individua 's detriment.59 If the request is denied; covered entities must 
provide the individual with written denial and allow the individual to submit a 
statement of disagreement fi r inclusion in the record. The Rule specifies processes for 
requesting and responding t a request for amendment. A covered entity must amend 
protected health informatio in its designated record set upon receipt of notice to amend 
from another covered entity 1 

Disclosure Accounting. In ividuals have a right to an accounting of the disclosures of 
their protected health info ation by a covered entity or the covered entity's business 
associates.60 The maximum isclosure accounting periQd is the six years immediately 
preceding the accounting re uest, except a covered entity is not obligated to account for 
any disclosure made before ts Privacy Rule compliance date. 

The Privacy Rule does not equire accounting for disclosures: (a) for treatment, 
payment, or health care ope ations; (b) to the individual or the individual's personal 
representative; (c) for notifi ation of or to persons involved in an individual's health care 
or payment for health care, or disaster relief, or for facility directories; (d) pursuant to an 
authorization; ( e) of a limite data set; ( f) for national security or intelligence purposes; 
(g) to correctional institutio s or law enforcement officials for certain purposes regarding 
inmates or individuals in la ful custody; or (h) incident to otherwise permitted or 
required uses or disclosures~Accounting for disclosures to health oversight agencies and 
law enforcement officials m st be temporarily suspended on their written representation 
that an accounting would Ii ely impede their activities. 

i 

Restriction Request. lndivi uals have the right to request that a covered entity restrict 
use or disclosure of protecte health information for treatment, payment or health care 
operations, disclosure to pe ons involved in the individual's health care or payment for 
health care, or disclosure to otify family members or others about the indivi~ual's 
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general condition, location, r death.61 A covered entity is under no obligation to agree to 
requests for restrictions. A c vered entity that does agree must comply with the agreed 
restrictions, except· for purp ses of treating the individual in a medical emergency .62 

I 
Confidential Communica ons Re uirements. Health plans and covered health care 
providers must permit indiv duals to request an alternative means or location for 
receiving communications f protected health information by means other than those that 
the covered entity typically mploys.63 For example, an individual may request that the 
provider communicate with e individual through a designated address or phone number. 
Similarly, an individual°ma request that the provider send communications in a closed 
envelope rather than a post ard. 

! 

i 

Health lans must accom · odate reasonable re uests if the individual indicates that 
the disclosure of all or paJ1 fthe protected· health information could endanger the 
individual. The health plan ay not question the individual's statement of 
endangerment. Any covere entity may condition compliance with a confidential 
communication request on e individual specifying an alternative address or method of 
contact and explaining how any payment will be handled. 

I 

' I 

HHS recognizes that covere' entities range from the smaOest provider to the largest, 
multi-state health plan. The efore the flexibility and scalability of the Rule are intended to 
allow covered entities to an lyze their own needs and implement solutions appropriate for 
their own environment. Wh t is appropriate for a particular covered entity will depend on 
the nature of the covered en ity's business, as well as the covered entity's size and 
resources. 

Privac Policies and Proc ldures. A covered entity must develop and implement written 
privacy policies and proced es that are consistent with the Privacy Rule.64 

I 
i 
I 

Privacy Personnel. A covted entity must designate a privacy official responsible for 
developing and impler:nenti g its ~ri~acy polici~s and proce~~es, .an~ ~ contact.person or 
contact office responsible £ r rece1vmg complaints and prov1dmg mdrv1duals with 
information on the covered ntity's privacy practices.65 

i . 

Workforce Traioin and ana ement. Workforce members include employees, 
volunteers, trainees, and m y also include other persons whose conduct is under the 
direct control of the entity ( hether or not they are paid by the ·entity). 66 A covered entity 
must train all workforce m hers on its privacy policies and procedures, as necessary 
and appropriate for them to carry out their functions. 67 A covered entity must have and 
apply appropriate sanctions against workforce members who violate its privacy policies 
and procedures or the Priva y Rule. 68 
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Mitigation. A covered enti1 must mitigate, to the extent practicable, any harmful effect 
it learns was caused by use r disclosure of protected health information by its workforce 
or its business associates in iolation of its privacy policies and procedures or the Privacy 
Rule.69 : 

i 

I 

Data Safeguards. A covere entity must maintain reasonable and appropriate 
administrative, technical, ~ physical safeguards to prevent intentional or unintentional 
use or disclosure of protect health information in violation of the Privacy Rule and to 
limit its incidental use and isclosure pursuant to otherwise permitted or required use or 
disclosure.7° For example, s ch safeguards might include shredding documents 
containing protected health nformation before discarding them, securing medical records 
with lock and key or pass c de, and·limiting access to keys or pass codes. See additional 
guidance on Incidental Use and Disclosures. 

I 

Complaints. A covered ent~ty m. ust have procedures for individuals to complain about its 
compliance with its privacy policies and procedures and the Privacy Rule.71 The covered 
entity must explain those pr cedures in its privacy practices notice. 72 

Among other things, the coJered entity must identify to whom individuals can submit 
complaints to at the covere1 entity and advise that complaints also can be submitted to 
the Secretary of HHS. I · 

Retaliation and Waiver. covered entity may not retaliate against a person for 
exercising rights provided y the Privacy Rule, for assisting in an investigation by HHS 
or another appropriate auth rity, or for opposing an act or practice that the person 
believes in good faith viola es the Privacy Rule. 73 A covered entity may not require an 
individual to waive any rig t under the Privacy Rule as a condition for obtaining 
treatment, payment, and e ollment or benefits eligibility. 74 

I 

Documentation and Reco1· d Retention. A co~ered entity must maintain, until six years 
after the later of the date of their creation or last effective date, its privacy policies and 

. procedures, its privacy pra ices notices, disposition of complaints, and other actions, 
activities, and designations at the Privacy Rule requires to be documented. 75 

I 

Fully-Insured Group Hea th Plan Exception. The only administrative obligations with 
which a fully-insured grou health plan that has no more than enrollment data and 
summary health informatio is required to comply are the (1) ban on retaliatory acts and 
waiver of individual rights, and (2) documentation requirements with respect to plan 
documents if such docume ts are amended to provide for the disclosure of protected 
health information to the pl sponsor by a health insurance issuer or HMO that services 
the group health plan.76 

Organizational Options 
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The Rule contains provision~ that address a variety of organizational issues that may 
affect the operation of the Pfvacy protections. 

I 
I 

Hybrid Entity. The Privac Rule permits a covered entity that is a single legal entity and 
that conducts both covered d non-covered functions to elect to be a "hybrid 
entity. ,m (The activities tha make a person or organization a covered entity are its 
"covered functions."78) To ea hybrid entity, the covered entity must designate in writing 
its operations that perform c vered functions as one or more "health care components." 
After making this designati n, most of the requirements of the Privacy Rule will apply 
only to the health care com onents. A covered entity that does not make this designation 
is subject in its entirety to Privacy Rule. 

Affiliated Covered Entity. egally separate covered entities that are affiliated by 
common ownership or con I may designate themselves (including their health care 
components) as a single cov red entity for Privacy· Rule compliance. 79 The designation 
must be in writing. An affili ted covered entity that performs multiple covered functions 
must operate its different co ered functions in compliance with the Privacy Rule 
provisions applicable to thofe covered functions. 

Or ·anized Health Care A ran ement. The Privacy Rule identifies relationships in 
which participating covered entities share protected health information to manage and 
benefit their common ente rise as "organized health care arrangements."8° Covered 
entities in an organized heal care arrangement can share protected health information 
with each other for the arr gement'sjoint health care operations.81 

Covered Entities With -Mu ti le Covered Functions. A covered entity that performs 
multiple covered functions ust operate its different covered functions in compliance 
with the Privacy Rule provi ions applicable to those covered functions.82 The covered 
entity may not use or disclo e the protected health information of an 'individual who 
receives services from one overed function (e.g., health care provider) for another 
covered function (e.g., heal plan) if the individual is not involved with the other 
function. 

Group Health Plan disclos res to Plan Sponsors. A group health plan and the health 
insurer or HMO offered by e plan may disclose the following protected health 
information to the "plan spo sor"-the employer, union, or other employee organization 
that sponsors and maintains the group health plan83 : 

I 

• Enrollment or disenrollmen~ information with respect to the group health plan or a health 
insurer or HMO offered by te plan. . 

• If requested by the plan spo!sor, summary health information for the plan sponsor to u. se 
to obtain premium bids for roviding health insurance coverage through the group health 
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plan, or to modify, amend, o tenninate the group health plan. "Summary health 
infonnation" is infonnation at summarizes claims history, claims expenses, or types of 
claims experience of the ind viduals for whom the plan sponsor has provided health 
benefits through the group h alth plan, and that is stripped of all individual identifiers 
-other than five digit zip cod (though it need not qualify as de-identified protected health 
information). 

• Protected health informati n of the group health plan's enrollees for the plan sponsor 
to perform plan administrati n functions. The plan must receive certification from the 
plan sponsor that the group ealth plan document has been amended to impose 
restrictions on the plan spon or's use and disclosure of the protected health infonnation. 
These restrictions must incl de the representation that the plan sponsor will not use or 
disclose the protected heal information for any employment-related action or decision 
or in connection with any o er benefit plan. 

Personal Representatives. he Privacy Rule requires a covered entity to treat 
a ''personal representative" e same as the individual, with respect to uses and 
disclosures of the individua 's protected health information, as well as the individual's 
rights under the Rule. 84 A p rsonal representative is a person legally authorized to make 
health care decisions.on an dividual's behalf or to actfor a deceased individual or the 
estate. The Privacy Rule pe its an exception when a 
covered entity has a reason ble belief that the personal representative may be abusing or 
neglecting the individual, o that treating the person as the personal representative c.ould 
otherwise endanger the indi idual. 

I 

I 

Special Case: Minors. In ost cases, parents are the personal representatives for their 
minor children. Therefore, i most cases, parents can exercise individual rights, such as 
access to the medical recor , on behalf of their minor children. In certain exceptional 
cases, the parent is not cons dered the personal representative. In these situations, the 
Privacy Rule defers to Stat and other law to determine the rights of parents to access and 
control the protected health information of their minor children. If State and other law is 
silent concerning parental a cess to the minor's protected 
health information, a cover d entity has discretion to provide or deny a parent access to 
the minor's health informat on, provided the decision is made by a licensed health care 
professional in the exercise of professional judgment. See additional guidance 
on Personal Re resentativ s. · 

State Law 
I 

I 

Preemption. In general,_Stfte laws that are contrary to the Privacy Rule are preempted 
by the federal requirementsr which means that the federal requirements will 

I 
! 

1646 



0 

apply.85 "Contrary" meansiat it would be impossible for a covered entity to comply 
with both the State and fede al requirements, or that the provision of State law is an 
obstacle to accomplishing e full purposes and objectives of the Administrative 
Simplification provisions o IDPAA.86 The Privacy Rule provides exceptions to the 
general rule of federal pree ption for contrary State laws that ( 1) relate to the privacy of 
individually identifiable he th information and provide greater privacy protections or 
privacy rights with respect t such information, (2) provide for the reporting of disease or 
injury, child abuse, birth, or death, or for public health surveillance, investigation, or 
intervention, or (3) require ertain health plan reporting, such as for management or 
financial audits. 

i 
Exception Determination. ~n addition, preemption of a contrary State law will not occur 
if HHS determines, in resporse to a request from a State or other entity or person, that the 
State law: · 

• Is necessary to prevent frau1 and abuse related to the provision of or payment for health 
care, 

• Is necessary to ensure apprJpriate State regulation of insurance and health plans to the 
extent expressly authorized ~y statute or regulation, 

! 
i 

• Is necessary for State report~ng on health care delivery or costs, 
' . 

• Is necessary for purposes oiserving a compelling public health, safety, or welfare need, 
and, if a Privacy Rule provi ion is at issue, if the Secretary determines that the intrusion 
into privacy is warranted w en balanced against the n~ed to be served; or 

i 

• Has as its principal purpose,the regulation of the manufacture, registration, distribution, 
dispensing, or other control of any controlled substances (as defined in 21 U.S.C. 802), or 
that is deemed a controlled ubstance by State law. 

i 
Enforcement and Penaltie for Noncom liance 

I 
Compliance. The Standard for Privacy of Individually Identifiable Health Information 
(Privacy Rule) establishes set of national standards for the use and disclosure of an 
individual's health informa ion - called protected health information - by covered 
entities, as well as standard for providing individuals with privacy rights to understand 
and control how their healt information is used. The Department of Health and Human 
Services, Office for Civil ghts (OCR) is responsible for administering and enforcing 
these standards and may co duct complaint investigations and compliance reviews. 

Consistent with the principl s for achieving compliance provided in the Privacy Rule, 
OCR will seek the cooperat on of covered entities and may provide technical assistance 
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to help them comply volun 'ly with the Privacy Rule. Covered entities that fail to 
comply voluntarily with the tandards may be subject to civil money penalties. In 
addition, certain violations fthe Privacy Rule may be subject to criminal 
prosecution. These penalty rovisions are explained below. 

I 

Civil Money Penalties. 0 R may impose a penalty on a covered·entity for a failure to 
comply with a requirement f the Privacy Rule. Penalties will vary significantly 
depending on factors such·a the date of the violation, whether the covered entity knew or 
should have known of the f: 'lure to comply, or whether the covered entity's failure to 
comply was due to willful n glect. Penalties may not exceed a calendar year cap for 
multiple violations of the sa e requirement. 

! 

I 
i 

For ~olations occurring 
j 'I For violations occurring on or after l I .I 

I p ior to 2/18/2009 l 2/18/2009 
. . 

i 

Penalty Amount ! Up to $100 $100 to $50,000 or more 

per violation per violation 

i 

Calendar Year $25,000 $1,500,000 
Cap 

I 

' 

A penalty will not be impos~d for violations in certain circumstances, such as if: 
i 

• the failure to comply was nl't due to willful neglect, and_was corrected during a 30-day 
period after the entity knew r should have known the failure to comply had occurred 
(unless the period is extend d at the discretion of OCR); or . 

i 

• the Department of Justice h1s imposed a criminal penalty for the faHure to comply (see 
below). i 

i 
I 

In addition, OCR may choo~e to reduce a penalty if the failure to comply was due to 
reasonable cause and the peralty would be excessive given the nature and extent of the 
noncompliance. 1 · 

i 
I 

Before OCR imposes a pen~lty, it will notify the covered entity and provide the covered 
entity with an opportunity ~1 provide written evidence of those circumstances that would 
reduce or bar a penalty. T;s evidence must be submitted to OCR within 30 days of 
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receipt of the notice. In addition, if OCR states that it intends to impose a penalty, a 
covered entity has the right ~o request an administrative hearing to appeal the proposed 
penalty. · 

i 

Criminal Penalties. Ape on who knowingly obtains or discloses individually 
identifiable health informati n in violation of the Privacy Rule may face a criminal 
penalty of up to $50,000 an up to one-year imprisonment. The criminal penalties 
increase to $100,000 and up to five years imprisonment if the wrongful conduct involves 
false.pretenses, and to $250 000 and up to 10 years imprisonment if the wrongful conduct 
involves the intent to sell, tr sfer, or use identifiable health information for commercial 
advantage, personal gain or alicious harm. The Department of Justice is responsible for 
criminal prosecutions under: the Priv 

Compliance Dates 

I 
Compli~nce Schedule. Allriovered entities, except "small health plans," must have been 
compliant with the Privacy ule by April 14, 2003.90 Small health plans, however, had 
until April 14, 2004 to com ly. 

' 

Small Health Plans. A hea th plan with annual receipts of not more than $5 million is a 
small health plan.91 Health lans that file certain federal tax returns and report receipts on 
those returns should use the guidance provided by the· Small Business Administration at 
13 Code of Federal Regulat ons (CFR) 121.104 to calculate annual receipts. Health plans 
that do not report receipts ~ the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), for example, group 
health plans regulated by th Employee Retirement Income Security Act I°974 (ERISA) 
that are exempt from filing ncome tax returns, should use proxy measures to determine 
their annual receipts.92See at constitutes a small health plan? 

. . 

See our Combined Re ula ion Text of All Rules section of our site for the full suite of 
HIPAA Administrative Si plification Regulations and Understanding HIPAA for 
additional guidance materi l. 

1 Pub. L. 104-191. 
2 65 FR 82462. 
3 67 FR 53182. 

I 

4 45 C.F.R. §§ 160.102, 16 .103. 
5 Even if an entity, such as community health center, does not meet the definition of a 
health plan, it may, noneth less, meet the definition of a health care provider, and, if it 
transmits health informatio in electronic form in connection with the transactions for 
which the Secretary of HH has adopted standards under HIP AA, rpay still be a covered 
entity. I 

6 45 C.F.R. §§ 160.102, 16~.103; see Social Security Act§ l 172(a)(3), 42 U.S.C. § 
I320d-I(a)(3). I 

I 

I 

.50 ·, 
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The transaction standards ar~ established by the HIP AA Transactions Rule at 45 C.F .R. 
Part 162. i 

7 ; 45 C.F.R. § 160.103. 1 

8 45 C.F.R. § 164.500(b). 
9 45 C.F.R. § 160.103. 
10 45 C.F.R. §§ 164.502(e), 64.504(e). 
11 45 C.F.R. § 164.532 
12 45 C.F.R. § 160.103. 
13 45 C.F.R. § 160.103 
14 45 C.F.R. §§ 164.502(d)( ), 164.514(a) and (b). 
15 The following identifiers fthe individual or of relatives, employers, or household 
memb~rs of the individual ust be removed to achieve the "safe harbor" method of de
identification: (A) Names; ) All geographic subdivision_s smaller than a State, including 
street address, city, county, recinct, zip code, and their equivalent geocodes, except for 
the initial three digits of a zi code if, according to the current publicly available data 
from the Bureau of Census 1) the geographic units formed by combining all zip codes 
with the same three initial d gits contains more than 20,000 people; and (2) the initial 
three digits of a zip code fo all such geographic units containing 20,000 or fewer people 
is changed to 000; (C) All e ements of dates (except year) for dates directly related to the 
individual, including birth d te, admission date, discharge date, date of death; and all 
ages over 89 and all elemen s of dates (including year) indicative of such age, except that 
such ages and elements ma be aggregated into a single category of age 90 or older; (D) 
Telephone numbers; (E) F numbers; (F) Electronic mail addresses: (G) Social security 
numbers; (H) Medical recor numbers; (I) Health plan beneficiary numbers; (J) Account 
numbers; (K) Certificate/lie nse numbers; (L) Vehicle identifiers and serial numbers, 
including license plate num ers; (M) Device identifiers and serial numbers; (N) Web 
Universal Resource Locato (URLs); (0) Internet Protocol (IP) address numbers; (P) 
Biometric identifiers, inclu ing finger and voice prints; (Q) Full face photographic 
images and any comparable images; and ® any other unique identifying number, 
characteristic, or code, exce t as permitted for re-identification purposes provided certain 
conditions are met. In additi n to the removal of the above-stated identifiers, the covered 
entity may not have actual owledge that the remaining information could be used alone 
or in combination with any ther information to identify an individual who is subject of 
the information. 45 C.F.R. 164.514(b). 
16 45 C.F.R. § 164.502(a). i 

17 45 C.F.R. § 164.502(a){2). 
18 45 C.F.R. § 164.502(a)(q. 
19 45 C.F.R. § 164.506(c). i 

20 45 C.F.R. § 164.501. i 

21 I 

45 C.F.R. § 164.501. I 

22 45 C.F.R. § 164.501. j 
23 45 C.F.R. § 164.508(a)(2 
24 45 C.F.R. § 164.506(b). 1 

I s /. 
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25 i 45 C.F.R. § 164.5 lO(a). i 

26 45 C.F .R. § 164.51 O(b ). I 

27 45 C.F.R. §§ 164 .. 502(a)(li)(iii). 
28 ' I See 45 C.F.R. § 164.512. , 
29 ! 45 C.F.R. § I64.512(a). I 

30 i 45 C.F.R. § 164.512(b). 
1 

31 45 C.F.R. § 164.512(a), (~). 
32 45 C.F.R. § I64.512(d). ! 

33 45 C.F.R. § 164.512(e). 1 

34 45 C.F.R. § 164.512(f). 

0 

35 45 C.F.R. § I64.512(g). i 
36 45 C.F.R. § I64.512(h). ~i 
37 The Privacy Rule defines esearch as, "a systematic irivestigation, including research 
development, testing, and e aluation, designed to develop or contribute to generalizable 
knowledge." 45 C.F.R. § 16 .501. 
38 ' 45 C.F.R. § 164.512(i). 
39 45 CFR § 164.514(e). 
40 45 C.F.R. § I64.512(j). 
41 45 C.F.R. § 164.512(k). 
42 45 C.F.R. § 164.512(1). , 
43 45 C.F .R. § 164.514( e ). Al limited data set is protected health information that excludes 
the 1 • 

I 

following dir~ct identifiers 9f the individual or ofrelatives, employers, or household 
members of ! 

the individual: (i) Names; (i~) Postal. address infonnatiori, other than town or city, State 
and zip i 

code; (iii) Telephone numbers; (iv) Fax numbers; (v) Electronic mail addresses: (vi) 
Social 
security numbers; (vii) Med~cal record numbers; (viii) Health plan beneficiary numbers; 
(ix) i 

Account numbers; (x) Certi~cate/license numbers; (xi) Vehicle identifiers and serial 
numbers, I 

including license plate numtiers; (xii) Device identifiers and serial numbers; (xiii) Web 
Universal I 

Resource Locators (URLs); r.iv) Internet Protocol (IP) address numbers; (xv) Biometric 
identifiers, including finger d voice prints; (xvi) Full face photographic images and any 
comparable images. 45 C.F .. § I64.514(e)(2). 
44 45 C.F.R. § 164.508. ' 
45 A covered entity may con ition the provision of health care solely to generate 
protected health information for disclosure to a third party on the individual giving 
authorization to disclose the information to the third party. For example, a covered entity 
physician _may condition the provision of a physical examination to be paid for by a life 
insurance issuer on an indiv dual's authorization to disclose the results of that 

1651 

https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?cite=45+C.F.R.+�+164
https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?cite=45+C.F.R.+��+164
https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?cite=45+C.F.R.+�+164
https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?cite=45+C.F.R.+�+164
https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?cite=45+C.F.R.+�+164
https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?cite=45+C.F.R.+�+164
https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?cite=45+C.F.R.+�+164
https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?cite=45+C.F.R.+�+16
https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?cite=45+C.F.R.+�+164
https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?cite=45+CFR+�+164
https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?cite=45+C.F.R.+�+164
https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?cite=45+C.F.R.+�+164
https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?cite=45+C.F.R.+�+164


I 

,J 
'+' 0 

! 

examination to the life insur ce issuer. A health plan may condition enrollment or 
benefits eligibility on the in ividual giving authorization, requested before the 
individual's enrollment, to btain protected health inf9rmation (other than psychotherapy 
notes) to determine the indi idual's eligibility or enrollment or for underwriting or risk 
rating. A covered health car provider may condition treatment related to research ( e.g., 
clinical trials) on the indivi al giving authorization to use or.disclose the individual's 
protected health informatio for the research. 45 C.F.R. 508(b)(4). 
46 45 CFR § 164.532. 
47 "Psychotherapy notes" m ans notes recorded (in any medium) by a health care 
provider who is a mental he Ith professional documenting or analyzing the contents of 
conversation during a privat counseling session or a group, joint, or family counseling 
session and that are separat from the rest of the of the individual's medical record. 
Psychotherapy notes exclud s medication prescription and monitoring, counseling 
session start and stop times, the modalities and frequencies of treatment furnished, results 
of clinical tests, and any su ary of the following items: diagnosis, functional·status, the 
treatment plan, symptoms, ognosis, and progress to date. 
45 C.F.R. § 164.501. I 

48 45 C.F.R. § 164.508(a)(2). 
49 45 C.F.R. §§ 164.501 and 164.508(a)(3). 
so 45 C.F.R. §§ 164.502(b) nd 164.514 (d). 
51 45 C.F.R. §§ 164.520(a) d (b). A group health plan, or a health insurer or HMO with 
respect to the group health Ian, that intends to disclose protected health information 
(including enrollment data · summary health information) to the plan sponsor, must 
state that fact in the notice. pecial statements are also required in the notice if a covered 
entity intends to contact ind· iduals about health-related benefits or services, treatment 
alternatives, or appointment reminders, or for the covered entity's own fundraising. 
52 45 C.F.R. § 164.520(c). 
53 45 C.F.R. § 164.520(d). 
54 45 C.F.R. § 164.520(c) .. 
55 45 C.F.R. § 164.524. 
56 45 C.F.R. § 164.501. ! 

57 A covered entity may den an individual access, provided that the individual is given a 
right to have such denials re iewed by a licensed health care professional (who is 
designated by the covered e tity and who did not participate in the original decision to 
deny), when a licensed heal care professional has determined, in the exercise of 
professional judgment, that: (a) the access requested is reasonably likely to endanger the 
life or physical safety of the individual or another person; (b) the protected health 
informatfon makes referenc to another person (unless such other person is a health care 
provider) and the access req ested is reasonably likely to cause substantial harm to such 
other person; or (c) the requ st for access is made by the individual's personal 
representative and the provi ion of access to such personal representative is reasonably 
likely to cause substantial h to the individual or another person. 
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A covered entity may deny ccess to individuals, without providing the individual an 
opportunity for review, in th following protected situations: (a) the protected health 
information falls under an e ception to the right of access; (b) an inmate request for 
protected health.information under certain circumstances; (c) information that a provider 
creates or obtains in the co se of research that includes treatment for which the 
individual has agreed not to ave access as part of consenting to participate in the 
research (as long as access t the information is restored upon completion of the 
research); (d) for records su 1ect to the Privacy Act, information to which access may be 
denied under the Privacy A , 5 U.S.C. § 552a; and (e) information obtaiqed under a 
promise of confidentiality fr ma source other than a health care provider, if granting 
access would likely reveal e source. 45 C.F.R. § 164.524. 
58 45 C.F .R. § 164.526. 
59 Covered entities may den an individual's request for amendment only under specified 
circumstances. A covered e tity may deny the request ifit: (a) may exclude the 
information from access by e individual; (b) did not create the information (unless the 
individual provides a reason ble basis to believe the originator is no longer available); (c) 
determines that the informat on is accurate and complete; .or (d) does not hold the 
information in its designate record set 164.526(a)(2). 
60 45 C.F.R. § 164.528. . 

I 
61 45 C.F.R. § 164.522(a). i ' 
62 45 C.F.R. § 164.522(a). Ij addition, a restriction agreed to by a covered entity is not 
effective under this subpart o prevent uses or disclosures permitted or required under §§ 
164.502(a)(2)(ii), 164.510(a or 164.SlZ. 
63 45 C.F.R. § 164.522(b). ·1 ., · . 
64 45 C.F.R. § 164.530(i). ' 
65 I 45 C.F.R. § 164.530(a). · 
66 45 C.F.R. §160.103. 
67 45 C.F.R. § 164.530(b). 
68 45 C.F.R. § 164.530(e). 
69 45 C.F.R. § 164.530(f). 
70 45 C.F.R. § 164.530(c). : 
71 45 C.F.R. § 164.530(d). t 
72 45 C.F.R. § I64.520(b)(l{yi). 
73 45 C.F.R. § 164.530(g). I 

74 45 C.F .R. § I 64.530(h). I 

75 45 C.F.R. § 164.5300). , 
76 45 C.F.R. § 164.530(k). i 

77 45 C.F.R. §§ 164.103, 161,105. 
78 45 C.F.R. § 164.103. 
79 45 C.F.R. §164.105. Com on ownership exists ifan entity possesses an ownership or 
equity interest of five perce t or more in another entity; common control exists if an 
entity has the direct or indir ct power significantly to influence or direct the actions or 
policies of another entity. 4 C.F.R. §§ 164.103. 
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80 The Privacy Rule at 45 q.F .R. § 160.103 identifies five types of organized health care 
arrangements: · I 

• A clinically-integrated setti9g where individuals typically receive health care frqm more 
than one provider. 

1 
· 

i 
! 

• An organized system ofhe~th care.in which the participating covered entities hold 
themselves out to the public as part of a joint arrangement and jointly engage in 
utilization r~v~e_w, quality · sessment and improvement activities., or risk-sharing 
payment act1v1t1es. ! 

! 
! 

• A group health plan and thlhealth insurer or HMO that insures the plan's benefits, with 
respect to protected health i formation created or received by the insurer or HMO that. 
relates to individuals who or have been participants or· beneficiaries of the group 
health plan. ! 

• All group health plans maintained by the same plan sponsor. 
I • 
I 

• AU group health plans mai~ained by the same plan sponsor and all health insurers and 
HMOs that insure the plans' benefits, with respect to protected health information created 
or received by the insurers r HMOs that relates to individuals who are or have been 
participants or beneficiaries lin the group health plans. 

8 ! 1 45 C.F.R. § 164.506(c)(5l .· 
82 45 C.F.R. § 164.504(g). 
83 45 C.F.R. § 164.504(f). 
84 45 C.F.R. § 164.502(g). 
85 45 C.F.R. §160.203. 
86 45 C.F .R. § 160.202. 
87 45 C.F.R.§ 160.304 t 
88 ·. Pub. L. 104-191, 42 U.S .. §1320d-5. 
89 · . Pub. L. 104-191, 42 U.S .. §1320d-6. 
90 45 C.F.R. § 164.534. I . . . 
91 45 C.F.R. § 160.103. 

1 

92 Fully insured health plan should use the amount of total premiums that they paid for 
health insurance benefits du ·ng the plan's lastfull fiscal year. Self-insured plans, both 
funded and unfunded, shoul use the total amount paid for health care claims by the 
employer, plan sponsor or b nefit fund, as applicable to their circumstances, on behalf of 
the plan duririg the plan's l t full fiscal year. Those plans that provide health benefits 
through a mix of purchased insurance and 
self-insurance should comb~ne proxy measures to determine their total annual receipts. 

! 
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INTIMIDATION, HAR4'ssMENTS, THREATS ARE CRIMES: 
I 

Don't be Intimidated 
i 

Are you being harassed or threate ed? Has someone been repeatedly phoning, texting or 
following you? If someone is dis bing you, it may be considered an offence under 
the Criminal Code. While these t es of behaviour are frequently associated with family 
violence, an offender can be anyo e: a current or former partner, a co-worker, casual 
acquaintance or total stranger. Sue behaviour can be directed towards an individual, their 

. family, their friends or co-workers and may involve other criminal acts such as break and 
enter, assault or unlawful confine ent. 

Criminal Harassment ·, 
1

1 

It is a criminal offence for anyone f o make you reasonably fear for your safety or the safety of 
someone you know by... i 

• repeatedly following yo or someone you know 
• repeatedly visiting, calli g, writing or contacting you or someone you know 
• watching your home or orkplace or the home or workplace of someone you know 
• threatening you or some ne in your family 

No actual injury need occur. Theo fender does not need to have intended to harm you. If their 
behaviour would cause a reasonab e person to fear for· their safety, it is criminal harassment. 
In some cases an offender may be rohibited from possessing firearms, ammunition or 
explosives. Serious cases could re ult in an offender being sent to jail for up to ten years. 

Intimidation 
It is a criminal offence for anyone ~o try to force you to do something or prevent you from 
doing something by... · 

I 

• using violence against ytu, your family or your property 
• threatening you or your punily with violence or damage to your property 
• following you •. 
• taking your things 

• chasing after you by cart
1 

• watching your home or lace of work 
Offenders can be jailed; for up to fi e years. In some cases an offender may be prohibited from 
possessing firearms, ammunition o explosives. 

Uttering Threats ! 

.It is a criminal offence for anyone f o threaten to ... 

• kill or cause bodily h~to any person . 
• damage, destroy or burn property 
• kill, poison or injure any person's animal or bird 
• Maximum penalty for . eatening death or bodily harm is five years imprisonment. 
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• The maximum penalty tr uttering threats to damage pmperty or kill or injure 
animals is two years. j 

Indecent or Harassin hone Calls 
It is a criminal offence to make an indecent telephone call, or to repeatedly call someone to 
harass them. This offence carries penalty of up to six months in jail and/or a fine of up to 
$5000. It is also a criminal offenc to tell someone false information with the intent to injure 
otalarm them, for example~ to fal ely tell you that someone close to you has been injured or 
killed. The maximum punishment or this offence is two years in jail. 

i 

Extortion ! 

Extortion means using threats or violence to get someone to do something or to obtain 
something. Extortion is a criminal offence. Many people think of extortion as involving only 
money, but this is not always the C)ase. For example, a person could be convicted of extorting 
an act of sexual intercourse. j 

This offence carries a maximum p~nalty of life imprisonment. If a firearm is used, the 
minimum sentence is four years mrprisonment. . 

Causing a Disturbance ii 
It is a criminal offence to cause a isturbance in a public place. It is also an offence to loiter, 
molest or obstruct people in a pub ic place. Causing a disturbance could cover such things as 
fighting or yelling on the street, or shouting or harassing someone in a bar, restaurant or 
shopping mall. I 

i • 

This offence carries a penalty of uf to six months in jail and/or a fine of up to $5000. 

Getting Help i · . 

If you are being harassed, intimid~ted or threatened, get help. Ask a friend to stay with you. 
Call the police. Change your phon~ number. Make a note of the name of the person who is 
bothering you, if you know it. i · 

If possible, record the dates of the· ccurrence~ along with a description of what happened. 
Keep any physical evidence and ake copies of any electronic communications. Keep a 
record of anyone who may have tnessed the occurrences. 

If the harassment or threats are m e by phone, tise the call trace feature through your phone 
company. Information about this fi ature can be found in the front pages of your phone book, 
or you can contact the phone com any. Call trace allows the phone company to provide the 
police with evidence that can be u ed in court. You can also record the phone calls yourself. 

Calling the Police - If some ne has been uttering threats, harassing or intimidating you, 
call the police. Get the badge num er of the officer you talk to so that you can refer to it if you 
need to call the police again. The olice can investigate to find out who is disturbing you. 
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Criminal Charges 
If the police decide to charge a su ect, that person may be arrested or summoned to appear in 
court at a later date. Ask the polic to be kept informed about your case and indicate concerns 
about your safety. The police or V ctim Services can tell you whether someone has been 
charged in connection with your c e, whether they have been arrested or released, and 
provide information about any sch duled court appearances. 

Even if the person is arrested, they may be released.You must take steps to protect yourself, 
such as staying with a friend or at shelter. 

I ' 

The police cannot keep a person i~ jail for more than 24 hours without charging them. The 
police and the Crown Prosecutor cpn ask that the court require the person to stay away from 
you as a condition of their release.! 

Going to Court 
1 

If the police arrest and charge the person, you may be required to testify in court as a witness. 
Crown Prosecutors handle crimin~ cases. They dedde whether there is enough evidence to 
justify taking the case to court. I 

I 

If the matter goes to court and the ccused pleads guilty or is found guilty at trial, they could 
be sent to jail. The court may also rder that the offender not have any contact with you, and 
that they not be at or near your ho e or workplace. They may also prohibit the offender from 
possessing any weapons or require the offender to attend counselling. 

You may wish to prepare a Victim! Impact Statement to let the court know how the crime has 
affected your life. The court can cqnsider this information when sentencing the offender. 

Being a Witness . 
Witnesses and victims may have f~ars and concerns about testifying in court. They may be 
worried about giving personal information. They may be unsure about understanding and 
answering questions well. They mty be worried about not remembering important dates, 
times or other details. · · 

These concerns are normal.The Cfown Prosecutor and provincial victim/witness services can 
provide witnesses and victims witli information about what to expect in court, and options that 
may make testifying easier. ! 

! . 

It is important for witnesses and vi· tims to get the assistance they need to enable them to 
appear and testify in_ court as requi ed. If a person, including a witness ?r victim, ignores a 
subpoena to appear in court, they an be arrested and brought before a Judge. 

If a witness or victim refuses to teitify in court they could be held in contempt of court and 
face a fine, or jail, or both. Witnes. es and victims should ask the Crown Prosecutor or victim 
services personnel to help them pr pare to testify in court. 

Other Orders I . 

If you have been threatened & knor who person is, you can apply to court for a peace bond. 
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A peace bond requires a person 9u fear to enter into a recognizance and comply with 
conditions to stop harassing or int midating you. Failure to comply with a peace bond is a 
criminal offence. A Crown Pros .utor or the police can provide information ,to help you 
obtain a peace bond. 1 

i . . 

You may also be able to get a vict1m's assistance order under The Victims of Domestic 
Violence Act. These orders are o~y available in situations offamily conflict. Talk to the 
police or a lawyer. · i • 

• I 

You can also call the victims assi$ance program in your area. They can tell you about other 
services to deal with harassment. ~sk the police for information about victim services 
available in your area. ' · 

IV. PLAINTIFF'S MOTION l OR SANCTIONS AGAINST DEFENDANTS. ET AL & 
THEIR ATTORNEYS COBB. MARTINEZ. WOODLAND. ET AL & 

ATTORNEY CARRIE JCJ HNSON PHANEEUF AS ASSOCIATED TO TWO 
SUBPOENAS OF NOT ARY Pl BLIC HACKETT & TBI MEDICAL RECORDS. ETC. 

II 

I 

1) Obiection # 1 - Plainti~ has a special physici~ patient relationship with the Texas 
Back Institute Doctors, whi~h is contained within all.THI Medical Records; 

2) Obiection # 2 = Plaintif s medical records & treatments have nothing to do with the 
"legal malpractice" lawsuit j!ainstAttorney Lennie Bollinger & Wormington & Bollinger, 
et al lawsuit, so not relevant

1
to pending litigation; · 

3) Obiection #3 - DefenJants & their Attorneys, et al subpoenas are overly broad in 
seeking & not reasonably ca~culated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence; 

4) Obiection #4 -Defenda,fits, Attorney Lennie Bollinger & Wormington & Bollinger dis 
not cause injury to Plaintiff'f back, spine & neck in 2015 to Dec. 2017; 

5) Obiection # 5 - The no ary public information has already been provided on each & 
every court filing with the ca e number, style of case, parties to lawsuit, court filed heading, 
contents, my signature, not public printed name, notary public's signature name, date 
the document was signed & notarized with each oath taken, so this written subpoena can 
gain no additional informati n other than Plaintiff's driver's license, which is not necessary 
& a matter of public record, s used for intimidation & harassments; 

6) Obiection # 6 - Plaintiff BI medical records & Physicians information has nothing to 
do with "legal malpractice" ~s 2 notes were given for ADA Stay & to be transparent with 
the court for 2 needed surge~ies that are not apart of this "legal malpractice lawsuit;" 
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7) Obiection # 7 - Plaintifft· as be~n harassed by Defendants et al through their Attorneys, 
Cobb, Martinez, Woodland Attorney Carrie Johnson Phaneuf & threatened with financial 
ruin if this lawsuit is not dis issed, unlawful & crimes against state & federal laws; 

8) Obiection # 8 - Plainti~s medical condition & 2 needed surgeries have been used 
against me to my detrimept, whi~h has nothing to do with the "legal malpractice" 
committed against me in 2015, 2016 & 4017; 

! 

9) Obiection # 9 - Plaintiftjhas a right to her privacy, medical care, recovery, which is not 
relevant to this legal malpraftice & not used against for intimidation in this lawsuit; 

10) Obiection # 10 - Def~ndants' attorneys & Attorney Carrie Phaneuf have filed false 
court documents knowinglylon ''vexatious litigant" false charges to dismiss this lawsuit; 

' 

11) Obiection # 11 - Plai~tiff has been forced to file court documents, while medicated 
on pain killers & narcoticsf while under confusion & altered mind state & held liable 
knowingly as disclosed to c1urt & parties; 

y• '' 

12) Obiection # 12 - Plain~iff has been threatened for financial ruin, demands & seizure 
of my Social Security, whil4 medicated on narcotics, confused in. an altered mind set; 

13) Obiection # 13 - Plai tiff has been forced to work against my TBI physicians "no 
work" Order to detriment o preparing for one of two surgeries; 

14) Obiection # 14 - Pl intiff has been denied her 3 other physicians, tests, labs, 
evaluations & clearances fo my pending April 26, 2018 "high risk" surgery, putting my 
life in jeopardy as diabeti , heart patient & other outstanding medical issues & to 
prevent all liability; 

15) Obiection # 15 - Plainj

1

iff has made demands that the harassments, demands & work 
stop, so I can proceed in a afe manner to follow my physicians detailed treatment plan, 
which has been denied since January 16, 2018 as intent by all parties against requirements; 

16) Obiection # 16 - Plai~·iff has appeared before several notaries at different locations 
as filed within several cou s, so it appears that Attorney Phaneuf is singling on person 
(Hackett) out for the same i formation she already has as served & copied, so duplicate; 

i ' 

17) Obiection # 17 - De ndants' & their Attorneys have no right to enter Plaintiff's 
medical HIPPA Rights, to en age in interference in my doctor patient relationship, interfere 
in my health care plan, ar not licensed physicians & are using this to detriment as 
harassment against me unla fully for months, since first hospitalized on ·December 26, 
2017 & continued to harass o the present date as I feel threatened, fearful & harassed; 

I 

18) Obiection # 18 - Plai tiff is entitled to peace of mind going into surgeries, for full 
recoveries for my health sak & U.S. & Texas Constitutional Rights; 

19) Objection# 19- Defenfants & their Attorneys misconduct is causing more pain, more 

I 

! ~. 
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suffering, more medication & more medical bills with delays to this scheduled surgery, 
which is unfair, unjust & n t a part of "due process" & Texas Rules of Civil Procedures; 

20) Obiection # 20 - De ndants & their Attorneys misconduct is with intent to force 
Plaintiff to dismiss this law uit, which will not happen under any circumstances: 

21) Obiection # 21 - It pears thatDefendants' Attorneys, et al motive is to distract 
from their Defendants, et al Attorney Bollinger & Wonnington Bollinger, et al from 
defending their illegal acts, ~auds, misconduct included in this "legal malpractice lawsuit; 

22) Obiection # 22 - Plallitiff is incapacitated with daily living activities impacted as 
stated a number of times in ourt filings & under Americans With Disabilities Act / ADA, 
but refused with continued eats, harassment, coercion &demands against my disabilities; 

I 

23) Objection # 23 - Thertwas no injuries caused by the legal malpractice lawsuit from 
2015, 2016, 2017 that is th basis of this lawsuit, so subpoenas are improper, & notary is 
duplicative, all of which is t, harass Plaintiff Amrh~in & try to force a dismissal; NEVER 

24) Objection # 24 - Plal· tiff objects to the fonn of all questions in both subpoenas & 
their Ordered to answer all these questions as not relevant to legal malpractice lawsuit 7 
meant for intimidation & h assment purposes & in violation of rules of procedure & laws 
& none of this was agreed ~o by Plaintiff Amrhein as unknown & against TRCP 200, et 
seq. 

25) Obiection # 25 - Eve issue stated within this filing is of Plaintiff's own personal 
knowledge as stated before is Court for evaluation & sanctions against Defendants, et al 
& their Attorneys: Cobb, Martinez, Woodland & Phaneuf for all items including 
harassments, threats, forced work, bad faith, criminal acts & all delays, etc. 

The Law on Harassment i Texas 
Texas state laws serve many p rposes. One of the most important purposes of these laws is 
to maintain peace and publi order. Some laws ensure this goal by criminalizing dangerous 
or violent actions. However, ome laws maintain public order by criminalizing undesirable or 
threatening behavior. 

i 

Harassment laws are a greatfxample of this. A person who engages in threatening, 
intimidating or obn~xious b havior that is directed at another person may be guilty of the 
crime of harassment. What m y seem like a harmless prank can have real consequences if the 
victim is seriously disturbed y the behavior. . . 

The Definition of Harass ent 
Texas law is very clear on the efinition of harass merit. There are two primary elements to a 
harassment offense. These ele ents are: 

I 

• The intent of the perpdtrator 
• The harassing behavi,r itself 

I 

I 
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The first component, intent, re ers to the desire or goal of the person committing the act. 
According to Texas Penal Co e Section 42.07, a person committing harassment must have an 
intent to "harass, annoy, alar , abuse, torment or embarrass" another person. 
The second component of the ct is the actual harassing behavior itself. Harassment as a criminal 
offense can include a large nu ber of different activities. Th·e Texas Penal Code lists the 
following activities which ma be considered criminal harassment: 

I ., 

• Communicating with arother person and requesting an obscene activity, such as sexual 
activity i 

• Threatening to inflict ~odily harm on another person or threatening to commit a felony 
against another person their family members or their property 

• Conve in a false re o of the death or bodily injury of another person 
• Repeatedly calling ano her person on the telephone in an annoying manner or making 

phone calls and intenti nally failing to hang up the call when it is answered 
• Sending electronic co munications, such as emails or text messages, in an annoying, 

threatening or abusive anner 
Most of these definitions of arassing behavior include a stipulation that the behavior must 
be done in a way that is reas nably likely to alarm the person receiving the communication. 
This is done to prevent people from being penalized for behavior that is not legally considered 

I 

harassment. ' 

Harassment, although similar t other behaviors such as bullying and stalking, is noticeably 
different from these other beh viors. The primary difference is that harassment typically 
occurs through a communica ion medium, such as: · 

• Telephones 
• Email . 

I 

• Text messages 
Stalking and bullying often intlve physically pursuing or sending items to another person in 
a threatening manner. For ex mple, a person who repeatedly follows an ex-spouse home from 
work may be charged with stat ing. 
However, it is possible for a p rson to be charged with stalking even if they only engage in 
threatening behavior through ~means of communication. A person who places another person or 
their family members into a re sonable belief that they will come to serious hrum or death by 
threatening them may be char d with stalking . 

. I 

A person who is convicted of arassment in Texas can e;xpect some harsh punishments. A first 
Legal Penalties ~· 

time conviction for stalking ca lead to: 

I 

• Up to six months of infarceration in county jail 

A person who is convicted of second harassment offense will face enhanced punishments. A 
second conviction for harassm nt is a Class A misdemeanor offense and is punishable by: 

• A fine of up to $2000 j 
• Up to one year in cou ty jail 

I 

f~. 
1661 



0 
• A fine of up to $4000 

In addition to these punishme ts, a person who is convicted of harassment may be served with a 
restraining order. This means hat they will be legally banned from having any contact with the 
person protected by the order. Violating the terms of this order may lead to additional penalties, 
revocation of probation or the · ssuing of a warrant. 

IN CONf LUSJON, PRAYER & RELIEF SOUGHT 
I 
I 

Plaintiff is asking the Court to I Quash all Subpoenas, to charge $2,500 or more for all actions 
' . 
I 

' 

taken by Defendants, et al & t~eir Attorneys' et al in the name of fairness, due process & Justice, 

i 

allowing Plaintiff to prepare fqr two surgeries, full recovery without any complications. 

Plaintiff prays for "peace of ~i,nd "dealing with serious medical spine concern & circumstances 

as stated in multiple court fili~gs & to allow all my HIPPA Rights, to stop all misconduct & 
I 

harassments with $2,500.00 inj sanctions to pay for my medical expen:ses as Social Security is 
! 

used & off limits from any wr~ngful Appealable seizures & no tax refunds at $4,000 income. 
I 

If this lawsuit is dismissed or ~y actions taken, Plaintiff will Appeal to all higher Courts ! 

God Help Us All ! 

,,~,~~ 
. J: 

r~~~~ ~. J :espectfully submitted, . 

~. ~e.:2~-7-ff~~ 
~ Darlere C. Balistreri-Amrhein, Plaintiff, Pro Se 

If~~/#~ 

f3. 
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j VERIFICATION/AFFIDAVIT 

~o.t!lfJ(2--tJoZ~!?~-;JtfJ(7 

STATE OF TEXAS 

COUNTY OF.COLLIN 

i 

BEFORE l\ffi, the undersi~ed Plaintiff, Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein, who swore in 
her capacity & indjvidually pn her sworn oath, deposed and said she prepared and signed Id I ~ , ~ ~ 

fl . 
This information as referen ed and stated within is true and correct and ofD ne C. 
Arnrhein's ·own personal kn wledge to best of her ability & documented. This state and 
or federal filing is for purpo e of"due process," fairness, Justice under State and Federal 
Laws & presented in applic ble Court attached as sited for this Court filing. 

~~(!~-~ 
Darlene C. Balistreri- Amrhein, Plaintiff, Pro Se 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWOfili TO ME, BEFORE ME: ON ~~- ,Z t( , 2018 to 
I 

Certify which witness my -han1 and official seal. 

SEAL: 

SEAN LOUGHLIN 
Notary IO·D 129595393 
My Commission Expires 

October 16, 2021 

Commission Expires (D .k ''H 
,··" 

Notary Public of Texas (Printed Name) 

ff.. 
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i 

fERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

A true and correct copy o Plaintiff's Motion To Quash All Written Intentions of 
Production Of Document From Notary Public & Texas Back Institute For "Good 
Cause" Reasons And Plai tiff's Motion For Sanctions Against Defendants, ET AL, 
& Their Attorneys Of Rec rd For "Good Cause" Reaso.ns was served by Mail or 
Courier In Person through the United States Post Office on or about March 26, 
2018 to the following: 

Collin County Courthoustj In Person - Courier 
i 

County Court at Law No. ~ Honorable Judge Jay Bender 
Attn: Collin County Distri~t Clerk's Office 
2100 Bloomdale Rd. i 

McKinney, TX 75071 

Cobb, Martinez, Woodwafd, PLLC Certified# 7017 3380 0001 002S 2SOO 
i 

Attorney Carrie Johnson ~haneuf 

1700 Pacific Avenu~, Suit~ 3100 

Dallas, TX. 75201 

CE TIFICATE OF CONFERENCE 

There was no conference led & served because Plaintiff is too sick, in pain, 
medicated, 5 physicians, h~alth insurance & anesthetist clearances for surgeries. 

I . 

alistreri-Amrhein, Plaintiff, Pro Se and 

Re?¥;eceased Anthony J. Balistreri 

! 
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W~tten Depos.ition Service, LLC 
· 1750 Valley View Lane, Suite 210 

Dallas, TX 75234 

Cause No. 006-02654-2017 
i 

Darlene IC Amrhein, et al vs. Attomey Lennie F. Bolllnger, et al 
I 

I WAIVER OF NOTICE 
Our client, Carrie Johnson Pbaneuf~as commissioned Written Deposition Service, LLC to obtain records as named in the 

attached exhibit. As authorized under e 205.2 & 205.3, Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, a Subpoena will be issued forthwith to 

direct the below named custodian of ords to make all records as named in the attached exhibit available for photographic 

reproduction, to be used as evidence up°f trial of the above numbered cause. 

IF COPIES ARE DESIRED, PL~SE INDICATE BELOW BY MARKING YORN. 

WDS Order # (s): 62518 

---- 1 MALACHJ HACKETT ( lient Record Scope) 

---- 2 MALACHI HACKETT ( lient Record Scope) 

YES I a ee to Waive 

PURCHASE OF COPIES 
Yes, I would like to purd ase copies. We will require prepayment, unless we have an established relationship 
with your firm. We will a« vise of cost on the Officer's Certification Cover Letter. 
As a standard we provide • hard copy of the records. 
**If you Prefer electronic copies please provide the email address: 
Direct bill my Carrier; Claim· # 

' 
Insurance Co.: 

Adjuster: Address: 
No, l do not desire copies >f these records 
Please send information r :eardine your service. 

Darlene Amrhein-Represents: Pro Se; Fax: 
Signed: ________________ Date:--------

NOTE: To rocess your request for records, please return this form to: 

riffen Deposifion Service, LLC 
Fax: (972) 488-5 90 or Email to: Denise.Edwards@WrittenDeposition.com 

FYI: As a service to our clients we ma~ntain all recor.ds until we are notified that the ca~e has been dismissed, etc. 
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DARLENE C. AMRHEIN, et al 

vs. 

Cause No. 006-02654-2017 
§ 
§ 
§ 

i § 
I § 

0 

IN THE COUNTY COURT 

ATLAWN0.6 

ATTORNEY LENNIE F. BOLLIN1ER, and § 
WORMINGTON & BOLLINGER iA W FIRM § COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

NOTICE OF INrENTION FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 
I 

TO: ALL PARTIES BY AND THROYGH THEIR ATTORNEY(S) OF RECORD AS PROVIDED IN THE ATTACHED 
SERVICE LIST. i 

I 
I 

You will take notice that ten (10) days after the service hereof, the witness: 

MALACHI HACKETT-(Clieot Reco~d Scope) 
CHASE BANK I 

104 N. CUSTER ROAD, MCKINNE~, TX 75071 

MALACHJ HACKETT-(Clieot RecoJd Scope)' 
1433 MCKENZIE COURT, ALLENJX 75013 

! 

' 
i 

Shall receive a Subpoena to produce dofuments on or before 04/09/2018, or any other agreed upon time and/or place, before 
a Notary Public at the insance of: , 

1 Written Deposition Service, LLC 
1750 Valley View Lane Suite 210 

Dallas, Texas 75234 
or its designated agent, to be used in e idcnce upon the trial of the above-styled and numbered cause pending in the above 
named court. No.tice is further given at request is hereby made as authorized lOlder Rule 205.2 & 205.3, Texas Rules of 
Civil Procedure, that the authorized o er shall issue a Subpoena Duces Tecum and cause it to be served on the witness to 
produce any and all records as describe on the attached Exhibit(s) and any other such record in the possession, custody or 
control of the said witness, and every s ch record to which the witness may have access, and to tum all such records over to 
the authorized officer so that photograp ic reproductions of the same may be made and attached. 
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Respectfully Submitted, 

Cobb Martinez Woodward PLLC 
1700 Pacific Avenue, Suite 3100 
Dallas, TX 75201 
214-220-5200; Fax 214-220-5299 
cphaneuf@cobbmartinez.com 
Attorney for: Defendant 
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, CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify, as authorized agent for te attorney of record, Carrie Johnson Phaneuf, that a true and exact copy of 
foregoing Notice of Intention for the Production of Documents was· served to all attorneys of record in the 
above-styled and numbered matte , said service being effected in the following manner: 

CERTCFIED MAIURETu$ RECEIPT REQUESTED V 
I ' 

HAND DELIVERY 

TELECOPY 
i 

OVERNIGHT/NEXT DAY ~ELIVERY VIA LONE STAR OR UPS 

E-MAIL 

DATED:____..~~~~\<£ --+- l\ i 1 ~ f\i 
BY., ___._.mll _____ jWJ_M ______ A-=-----

) 

I 

SERVED TO ALL PARTIES LISTED ~ELOW: 
Darlene C. Amrhein, et al vs. Attorney L~nnie F. Bollinger, et al 

Darlene Amrhein, Pro Se 
112 Winsley Circle 
McKinney, TX 75071 

1668 



County of Collin 

SU POENA DUCES TECUM 
T E ST,ATE OF TEXAS 

Greeting, to any Sheriff or Constable of the State of Texas or other person authorized to serve subpoenas under Rule 176 of 
Texas Rules of Civil Procedure: You ar~ hereby commanded to subpoena and summon the following witness(es): 

WITNESS: MALACH~ HACKETT 

to be and appear before a Notary Pubhlof my designation for Written Deposition Service, LLC, 1750 Valley View Lane, 
Suite, 210, Dallas, TX 75234, on orb ore 04/09/2018, at the office of the summoned witness, or any other agreed upon time 
and/or place. There to bring and produ for inspection and photocopying RECORDS AS NAMED IN THE A TT ACHED 
EXHIBIT A; at any and all times whats ever. 

I 

Then and there to give evidence at th instance of the Defendant. Attorney Lennie F. Bollinger and Wormington & 
Bollinger Law Firm, represented by C rrie Johnson Pbaneu( Texas Bar No. 24003790 Attorney of Record, in that Certain 
Cause No. 006-02654-2017, pending on e docket of the County Court at Law No. 6 in Collin County, Texas. 
This Subpoena is issued under and by v· e of Rule 205.3 with the above named court, styled 

Darlene . Amrhein, t!I al vs. Attomey Lennie F. Bollinger, et al 
and there remain from day to day and ti e to time until di ged according to law. 

ntempt. Failure by any person without adequate excuse to obey a subpoena served 
upon that person may be deemed a conte pt of the court from which the subpoena is issued or a district court in the county in 
which the subpoena is served, and may b punished by fme or confinement, or both. This subpoena falls under exception to 
confidentiality, Rule 509 (e) Texas rules of Civil Evidence. 

OFFICER'S RETURN 
Came to hand this ___ day of ______ ~ 20 _, and executed this the _. __ day of _____ , 20 _, 

in the following manner: By delivering tp the witness-----------------· a true copy hereof. 

Returned this ___ day of ______ ~ 20 __ . 

PROCESS SERVER 

Order No. 62518.002 
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EXHIBIT A 
i 

DfFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS 
i 

1. "Amrhein" shall meap and refer to Darlene C. Amrhein and Darlene C. Balistreri-
Amrhein, who is the p~aintiff in this action. 

2. "You", "your" and "tvfalachi Hackett" shall mean and refer to the person to whom this 
Request is addressed apd the person with State of Texas Notary Public ID: 130009523. 

I 

3. "Documents" mean a4Y ~esignated documents, court documents or pleadings, or other 
items that may be notarized by a notary public. 

4. Unless otherwise stat~d, the time period of these requests is October l, 2017, to the 
I present. · 

1. Please produce ce ified copies of each page of _your State of Texas Notary Public 

Record Book wher it is recorded that you notarized documents for Amrhein, from 
October 1, 2017, t the present and including the following · information for each 
notarized document 

i 

(1) the date of each insti,mient notarized; 
I 

(2) the date of the no~zation; 

(3) the name of the siJer, grantor, or maker; 
I 

(4) the signer's, grantoJ•s, or maker's residence or alleged residence; 
I 

(5) whether the signer,fgrantor, or maker is personally known by the notary public, was 
identified by an identifi ation card issued by a governmental agency or a passport issued 
by the United States, or was introduced to the notary public and, if introduced, the name 
and residence or allege residence of the individual introducing the signer, grantor, or 
mili~ • · . · 

I 

(6) if the instrument i1roved by a witness, the residence oft;he witness, whether th. e 
witness is personally own by the notary public or was introduced to the notary public 
and, if introduced, the ame and residence of the individual introducing the witness; 

(7) the name and residf nee of the grantee; 

(8) if.land is conveyed lor charged by the instrument~ the name of the original grantee and 
the county where the l~d is located; and 

(9) a brief description 1f the instrument. 

62518-2 
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~tten Dep~sition 
0 

Service, LLC 
1750 Valley View Lane, Suite 210 

Dallas, TX 75234 
:======================~======================::=,=========-===========================-======== 

Telephone: (9 2) 488-5555 - Facsimile: (972) 488-5590 - (800) 346-4405 
Denise.Edwar s WrittenDe osition.com -www.WrittenDeposltion.com 

Cause No. 006-02654-2017 

Darlene t· Amrhein, et al vs. Attorney Lennie F. Bollinger, et al 
i 

I w AIVER OF NOTICE 
Our client, Carrie Johnson Phaneuf, hf: commissioned Written Deposition Service, LLC to obtain records on DARLENE 
BALISTERJ-AMRHEIN. As authorize under Rule 200, Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, a Subpoena will be issued forthwith to 
direct the below named custodian ofreco ds to make all records pertaining to DARLENE BALlSTERJ-AMRHElN available for 
photographic reproduction, and to answe the Direct and Cross Written Questions, if any. Said deposition when so taken, may be 
used as evidence upon trial of the above umbered cause. · 

I 

IF COPIES ARE DESIRED, PLE1SE INDICATE BELOW BY MARKING YORN. 

WDS Order# (s): 62519 i 

i 

1 TEXAS BACK INSTITUtE (Medical Records) 
---- I 

w A.IVF.R PF.Rinn 
YES, I agree to Waive I I NO, I do not agree to Waive 

CROS S-QUESTIONS/OBJECTIONS/MOTIONS 
Yes, we will be issuing Cr oss Questions, Filing Objections and/or a Motion. (FYI: They must be in our 
office in accordance with t ~e ten day rule as recorded in TRCP, Rule 200.J(b).) 

No, we will not be issuing 4 .-ross-Questions and/or a Motion or Objections. 

PURCHASE OF COPIES 
Yes, I would like to porch ~se copies. We will require prepayment, unless we have an establ.ished relationship 
with vour firm. We will ad vise of cost on the Officer's Certification Cover Letter. 
As a standard we provide : 1 bard copy of the records. 
**If you prefer electronic opies please provide the email address: . 
Direct bill my Carrier. Claim # , Insurance Co.: 
Adjuster: Address: 
No, I do not desire copies 1 ,f these records 
Please send Information rt 12Brdin2 vour service. 

Darlene Amrhein-Pro Se 

Signed: Date:--------
NOTE: To p ocess your request for records, please return this form to: 

riffen Deposition Service, LLC 
Fax: (972) 488-5 90 or Email to: Denise.Edwards@WrittenDeposition.com 

FYI: As a service to our clients we ma ntain all records until we are notified that the case bas been dismissed, etc. 
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DARLENE C. AMRHEIN, et al 
Cause No; 006;.02654-2017 

§ IN THE COUNTY COURT 
§ 
§ 

\IS. § AT LAW N0.6 
Ii 

ATTORNEY LENNIE F. BOLLING~R, and 
WORMINGTON & BOLLINGER L~ W FIRM 

§ 
§ 
§ COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

! 
i NOTICE OF INTENTION 

TOT AKE/ DEPOSITION BY WRITTEN QUESTIONS 

TO: ALL PARTIES BY AND THROUpH THEIR ATTORNEY(S) OF RECORD AS PROVIDED IN THE ATTACHED 
SERVICE LIST. ' 

You will take notice that twenty (20) dais after the service hereof, with attached questions, a deposition by written questions 
will be asked of the custodian ofrecords[for: 

TEXAS BACK lNSTITUTE-(Medical[ Records) 
6020 W. PARKER ROAD, STE 200, ,LANO, TX 75093 

Such questions to be answered on or beflre 04/094018, before a Notary Public at the instance of: r Written Deposition Service, LLC 
: 1750 Valley View Lane Suite 210 
; Dallas, Texas 75234 

The deposition with attached questionr.may be used in evidence upon the trial of the above-styled and numbered cause 
pending in the above named court. No ·ce is further given that request is hereby made as authorized under Rule(s) 200 & 
201(b), Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, to the officer taking this deposition to issue a Subpoena Duces Tecum and cause it to 

be served on the witness to produce anyf.d all records as described on the attached questions and/or Exhibit(s) and any other 
such record in the possession, custody r control of the said witness, and every such record to which the witness may have 
access, pertaining to: DARLENE BAL STERI-AMRHEIN and to turn all such records over to the officer authorized to take 
this deposition so that photographic rep , ductions of the same may be made and attached to said deposition. 

! 
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Respectfully Submitted, 

c .. CqJ1~1 .. ~kbMM 01~t 
SBA#: 24003790 ~\ 
Cobb Martinez Woodward PLLC ~ r--' 
l 700·Pacific Avenue, Suite 3100 
Dallas, TX 75201 
214-220-5200; Fax 214-220-5299 
cpbaneuf@cobbmartinez.com 
Attorney for: Defendant 
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I CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify, as authorized agent for4e attorney of record, Carrie Johnson Phaneuf, that a true and exact copy of 
foregoing Notice of Intention to ake Deposition upon Written Questions was served to all attorneys of 
record in the above-styled and n bered matter, said service being effected in the following manner: 

CERTIFIED MAIL/RET~ RECEIPT REQUESTED ,/ 

HAND DELIVERY 

TELECOPY 

i 
OVERNIGHT/NEXT DAY ~ELIVERY VIA LONE STAR OR UPS 

E-MAIL 

DATED, ?\\'5\L-t! ul. I\~ ,,..... 
--B-Y:; __ ~_...,_l!Aw..=....a~-.=----

SERVED TO ALL PARTIES LISTED 8ELOW: 
Darlene C. Amrhein, et al vs. Attorney Lbnnie F. Bollinger, et al 

I 

Darlene Amrhein, Pro Se 
112 Winsley Circle 
McKinney, TX 75071 
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CAUSE NO: 006-02654-2017 
DARLENE C. AMRHEIN, et al § IN THE COUNTY COURT 

§ 
§ 

vs. , § AT LAW NO. 6 
: § 

ATTORNEY LENNIE F. BOLLINf ER, and· § 
WORMINGTON & BOLLlNGERjLAW FIRM § COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

DIRECT QUES,.-IONS TO BE PROPOUNDED TO THE WITNESS, 
icusTODIAN OF RECORDS FOR: 
/ TEXAS BACK INSTITUTE 
i 

RECORDS PERTAINING Tp: DARLENE BALISTERI-AMRHEIN 

I. State your full name and ~ccupation, address and telephone number. 

ANSWER: (NAME) +-j -------------------

(OCCUP TION) _______________ _ 
(ADORE S) _______________ _ 
{CITY,S ATE,ZIP) ______________ _ 
(TELEP ONE#) _______________ _ 

I 

2. In response to the Subp ena Duces Tecum you received, have you produced ANY AND ALL 
MEDICAL RECORDS (EXCLUDING BILLING RECORDS), FROM ALL DATES OF 
TREATMENT AND/0 INJURY, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO RECORDS 
REGARDING THE P TIENT'S CONDITIONS AND TREATMENTS, DOCTOR'S NOTES, 
EVALUATIONS, OFF CE NOTES, PROGRESS NOTES, CORRESPONDENCE WITH 
OTHER PHYSIC S, THERAPISTS, HOSPITALS AND/OR HEALTHCARE 
PROVIDERS, PHYSI AL THERAPY RECORDS, LAB REPORTS, RADIOLOGY 
REPORTS, ALL OT R DIAGNOSTIC REPORTS, PRESCRIPTIONS, REFERRALS TO 
OTHER HEALTH ARE PROVIDERS, CLAIMS, WORKER'S COMPENSATION 
RECORDS, HOSPITA RECORDS, THERAPISTS' RECORDS, PATIENT INFORMATION 
FORMS, PATIENT SURAN CE FORMS, INTAKE FORMS, LITIGATION FILES, 
HANDWRITTEN NO ES, LETTERS OF PROTECTION, TELEPHONE MESSAGES, 
NURSES' NOTES, VERY SUCH RECORD, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO, 
THOSE EXISTING IN ELECTRONIC OR MAGNETIC FORM, INCLUDING 
CORRESPONDENCE THE POSSESSION, CUSTODY OR CONTROL OF THE SAID 
WITNESS AND EVE Y SUCH RECORDS TO WHICH THE WITNESS MAY HA VE 
ACCESS PERT AININ TO the above named? 

ANSWER:----+--------------------
I 

3. Are you able to identify +ese records as the originals or true and correct copies of the originals? 

ANSWER: ------------------------

Order#: 62519.001 
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I 

I 

4. Were these records made a~d kept in the regular course of your business? 

5. 

6. 

7. 

ANSWER: -----1--------------------
I 

In the regular course of b~siness of your practice, business, or institution, did the person who signed 
the records and/or reports either have personal knowledge of the entries shown on the records and/or 
reports, or obtain the in rmation to make the entries from the sources who have such personal 
knowledge? : 

ANSWER: -----1-------------------
1 

I 

Were such memoranda o~ documents then transmitted to your files and thereafter maintained under 
your care, supervision, dir~ction, custody, control or access as custodian of this facility? 

I 

ANSWER: ------i--------------------

Were the memoranda or Jocuments that were transmitted to your files original entries on the part of 
the Custodian or other emfloyee or member of the staff of this facility? 

ANSWER:-------,.--------------------

8. Were the records or docu1ents prepared at or about the time of the events and conditions they record? 

ANSWER:-----+--------------------
' I 

9. Were these records kept alf described in the previous questions? 

ANSWER: ------+-----------------------I 

I 0. Please examine copies of ~e original requested records. Have you produced records for attachment to 
this Deposition? : 

ANSWER:----+--------------------

11. Has anything been remov~d from or altered in the original records before making these copies? 
I 

12. 

ANSWER: ------+-----------------------
1 f you have answered the) previous question yes, please state fully and precisely what alteration was 
made in the original recorf s and attach copies of every document removed from the original records. 

! 

ANSWER: ------+-----------------------

Order#: 62519.001 
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13. 

14. 

15. 

0 

i 

ln the event that no recorJs can be fourld; are there document archives (i.e. microfiche) or document 
retention policies which explain their absence? lf so, please identify who has knowledge of those 
archives or policies of th above named facility. 

I 
I 

ANSWER: -----1---------------------
Are you aware that it ma~· be necessary to subpoena you or your employer to court at the time of trial 
if you have not provided II of the papers, notes, documents, records, general correspondence, or other 
tangible items of any kin pertaining to the above named individual to the Notary Public taking your 
deposition? 1 

I 

ANSWER: (circle o.e) YES/NO 
I 

If Darlene Amrhein is scheduled for surgery with you, state the date scheduled for surgery. Have you 
done as requested? If not, why not? 

! 

ANSWER: ----4---------------------
I 

16. Please state the nature o~the surgery that Darlene Amrhein is scheduled to have on the date listed 
above. · 

ANSWER:-----+------------------

I, (Custodian of Record), do swear or affirm that 
my answers to the above questio s are the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth, so help me God. 

Custodian of Record 

I, i , A Notary Public, do hereby certify the above 
Custodian was duly sworn and ~e non-stenographic recording of this Written Deposition is a true record of 
the Custodian testimony. / 

! 

GIVEN UNDER ~y HAND AND SEAL OF OFFICE, THIS __ DAY OF 
__________ ,120_. 

Order#: 62519.001 

SIGNATURE OF NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR THE STATE OF TX 

NAME OF NOT ARY PUBLIC TYPED OR PRINTED 
My Commission expires ----------
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SUB OENA DUCES TEC M 
T ESTATE OF TEXAS 

County of Collin 
Greeting, to any Sheriff or Constable ofth~ State of Texas or other person authorized to serve subpoenas under Rule 176 of 
Texas Rules of Civil Procedure: You are ~ereby commanded to subpoena and summon the following witness(es): 

I 

Custodian of Records for: tEXAS BACK INSTITUTE 
to be and appear before a Notary Public 

I 
f my ·designation for Written Deposition Service, LLC, 1750 Valley View Lane, 

Suite, 210, Dallas, TX 75234, on or befi re 04/09/2018 at the office of the summoned witness, or any other agreed upon time 
and/or place. There under oath to make swers of certain written questions to be propounded to the witness and to bring and 
produce for inspection and photocopying NY AND ALL MEDICAL RECORDS (EXCLUDING BILLING RECORDS), 
FROM ALL DATES OF TREAT T AND/OR INJURY, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO RECORDS 
REGARDING THE PATIENT'S C NDITIONS AND TREATMENTS, DOCTOR'S NOTES, EVALUATIONS, 
OFFICE NOTES, PROGRESS NO ES, CORRESPONDENCE WITH OTHER PHYSICIANS, THERAPISTS, 
HOSPITALS AND/OR HEALTHCA E PROVIDERS, PHYSICAL THERAPY RECORDS, LAB REPORTS, 
RADIOLOGY REPORTS, ALL 0TH R DIAGNOSTIC REPORTS, PRESCRIPTIONS, REFERRALS TO OTHER 
HEAL TH CARE PROVIDERS, CL IMS, WORKER'S COMPENSATION RECORDS, HOSPITAL RECORDS, 
THERAPISTS' RECORDS, PATIEN INFORMATION FORMS, PATIENT INSURANCE FORMS, INTAKE 
FORMS, LITIGATION FILES, H NDWRITTEN NOTES, LETTERS OF PROTECTION, TELEPHONE 
MESSAGES, NURSES' NOTES, VERY SUCH RECORD, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO, THOSE 
EXISTING IN ELECTRONIC OR M GNETIC FORM, INCLUDING CORRESPONDENCE IN THE POSSESSION, 
CUSTODY OR CONTROL OF THE AID WITNESS AND EVERY SUCH RECORDS TO WHICH THE WITNESS 
MAY HAVE ACCESS PERTAINING O DARLENE BALJSTERJ-AMRHEIN; DOB: 07/18/1946; at any and all times 
whatsoever. 
Then and there to give evidence at the instance of the Defendant, Attorney Lennie F. Bollinger and Wormington & 
Bollinger Law Firm, represented by Ca rie Johnson Phaneuf Texas Bar No. 24003790 Attorney of Record, in that Certain 
Cause No. 006-02654-2017, pending on e docket of the County Court at Law No. 6 in Collin County, Texas. 
This Subpoena is issued under and by v· e of Rule 200 and Notice of Deposition Upon Written Questions on file with the 
above named court, styled I 

Darlene q Amrhein, et al vs. Attorney Lennie F. Bollinger, et al 
and tho,e remam from day to day and tim to time until di~rding to law. 

WITNESS MY HAND,this dayof ~~~ 

NOTARY PUBLIC 

17 mpt. Failure by any person without adequate excuse to obey a subpoena served 
upon that person may be deemed a conte pt of the court from which the subpoena is issued or a district court in the county in 

which the subpoena is served, and may be punished by fme or confinement, or both. This subpoena falls under exception to 
confidentiality, Rule 509 (e) Texas rules fCivil Evidence. 

I 
I 

I Came to hand this ___ day of _ _,_ ____ , 20 __ , and executed this the __ day of _____ , 20 __ , 

OFFICER'S RETURN 

in the following manner: By delivering t1 the witness-----------------' a true copy hereof. 

Returned this ___ day of ______ , 20 __ 

PROCESS SERVER 

Order No. 62519.001 
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cpuNTY COURT AT LAW NO. 6 
i FOR 
· Collin County, Texas 

JAY A. BENDER 
JUDGE PRESIDING 

. --- ----···· -· --- ~-1- -- March 21, 2018 -

Darlene Amrhein 
112 Winsley Circle. 
McKinney TX 75071 

Carrie J. Phaneuf i 
Cobb Martinez Wood~ard PLLC 
1700 Pacific Avenue S~ite 3100 
Dallas TX 75201 · 

Re: _Darlene}. Amrhein, et al VS. Attorney Lennie F. Bollinger and 
Worrninton & Bollinger) Law Firm; 006-02654-2017 

I 

Dear Darlene Amrhein/ and Carrie J. Phaneuf: 

The court haslset this matter for a Hearing On Motion For An Order 
Determining That Pl intiff Darlene Amrhein Is A Vexatious Litigant on April 
05, 2018 at 1:30 PM ·n the County Court at Law 6 of Collin County, Texas. 
Thank you for your att ntion to this-matter. --- · · · · - - · 

i 

/ 

I 

Sincerely, 

[)/)#fro 
Stephanie Ables 
Court Administrator 

Russell A. Steindam C~urts Building, 2100 Bloomdale Road, Suite 30354, McKinney, TX 
I 972.547.1850 

email: sables@collincounMx.gov 

75071 
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Kimberly f'.larrison 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Ms. Amrhein, 

~J 
Q 

I 

I 
Kimbe ly Harrison 
Wedn sday, March 21, 2018 3:03 PM 
winsle 112@yahoo.com 
Carrie haneuf; Jenny Smiley 

0 

006-0 654-2017; Amrhein, et al. v. Attorney Lennie F. Bollinger, et al. 
Amrhe\n 2nd AMD NOH for VL Motion.pdf 

i 

Attached please find the Second Amendtd Notice of Hearing on Defendants Motion for an Order Determining Plaintiff 
Darlene Amrhein to be a Vexatious Utig nt and Requesting Security e-filed and e-served today with regard to the 
above-referenced matter. The hearing i set for Thursday, April 5, 2018 at 1:30 p.m. in the 61h County Court at Law of 
Collin County, Texas. 1 

A copy has also been forwarded to you vja Priority Mail. 
! 

Thank you, 

CMW 
Kimberly Harrison . 
Legal Secretary to Bill Cobb and Carrie P~aneuf 
Cobb Martinez Woodward PLLC · 
1700 Pacific Avenue, Suite 3100 
Dallas, Texas 75201 
(214) 220-5211 direct 
(214) 220-5261 fax 
kharrison@cobbmartinez.com 
www.cobbmartinez.com 
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GAUSE NO. 006-02654-2017 

COUNTY COURT AT LAW, NO. 6, 
- ! 

(COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

DARLtNE C. AMRHEIN, et al, Plaintiff 

V. 

ATTORNEY LE~NIE F. BOLLINGER &WORMINTON &· 
BOLLfNGER LAW FIRM, Defendants, 

PLAINTIF 
1 

'S RESPONSES & OBJECTIONS TO 
DEFENDANTS' PLY TO PLAINTiFF'S RESPONSE-AND 

SECOND SUPPLE ENT TO THEIR MOTION FOR AN ORDER -
- . 

·DETERMING PL INTIFF DARLENE AMRHEIN " TO BE 'A 
VEXATIOUS LI IGANT AND RE UESTING SECURITY 

- (PLAIN~IFF'S SECOND SUPPLEMENT) 

! 

Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein, P,aintiff 

112 Winsley Cfrcle 

McKinney, TX. 75071 
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CAUSE NO. 006-02654-2017 

CpUNTY COURT AT LAW, NO. 6, 
I 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

D,*ENE C. AMRHEIN, et al, Plaintiff 

V. 

, ATTORNEY LENNIE*· BOLLINGER &WORMINTON & BOLLINGER LAW 
FIRM, Defendants, · 

PLAINTIFF'S RESPOJ lSES & OBJECTIONS TO DEFENDANTS' REPLY TO 
PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSE AND SECOND SUPPLEMENT TO THEIR MOTION , 
FOR AN ORDER DETl RMING PLAINTIFF DARLENE AMRHEIN" TO BE A . . 

VEXATIOU~ LITIGANT AND REQUESTING SECURITY 

(PL{JNTIFF'S SECOND SUPPLEMENT) 

Comes Now, Plaintiff1 Darlene· C. Balistreri-Amrhein to file Plaintiffs Responses & 
! 

Objections To Defendants ~eply To Plainti~fs Responses And Second Supp,lement To 

Their,Motion For An Ordet Determining_PlaintiffDarlene Amrhein "to B'e A. Vexatious 

Litigant And Requesting S~curity as follows: 

1) Plaintiff Darlene Amrhtin Objects to the ongoing continuance harassments by, 
I , 

Defendants' Attorneys sin4e Dec. 26, 2017 as multiple' complaints have been filed with 
! 

this Court with no resoluti~ns; 
' ' ' 

2) Plaintiff Darlene C. Ba~istreri-Amrhein aka Darlene Amrh~in has filed a respons~ to 

these Defendants' crazy fa~se accusations in the past, but it appearsth~t English might 
I 

not be their first language . r they are having trouble computing the ,true facts as stated; 

3) Defendants Attorneys ave .made multiple false statements with knowledge_& intent 

to mislead this Court, to c ange facts, to extort .-noney out of Plaintiff any way they can; 

4) pefendants Attorneys +ant Plaintiff to pay for "legal malpractice & corruption" to 
! 

/. 
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distract, rather then to fabrifate any defens·e for Defendants, as it's gross & negligence; 

5) It appears that Attorney/ C~ie Johnson Phaneuf has no problem with "Obstructing 
I 
i 

Justice" & committing "Fr~ud Upon Courts" as a Texas licensed Attorney & her gang; 
I •• 

6) Truth & facts speak forlthemselves as Attorney Phaneuf uses old false outdated 
! 

information for her points t~ try to extort· money out of_ Plaintiff, who has no money; 

7) Attorney Phaneuf usesiharassment~ intimidation, threats, falsities to try to win on be 
I 

corrupt Defendants as Atttjrneys to further culture of.corruption, cover up & frauds, 
. I .• 

while taking advantage of iJl, senior, disable Plaintiff needing two surgeries is very cold; 
• ! 

. 8) Plaintiff has copied De~ridants Attorneys cases as their points again, since they did 
i • 

not understand the first tim~ on their "false vexatious litigant charges" to shut Plaintiff 
I . 

down to get her ~lients off from breaking rules & laws as they corrupt & commit cri_mes; 
I 

9) Plaintiff makes this last !attempt to state the facts in all Defendants Attorney refere_nces 
! 

as they falsely stated in thelr last court document filing; .. 
I 

10) Plaintiff believes the ~ords used as frivolous lawsuits against the same litigants for 
• ,. i 

the same issues as Defendap.ts Attorneys falsely claim more that 5 times in 7 years; 
I 
I 

DEFENDANTS·& THEIR ~TTORNEYS FALSE CLAIMS ON PLAINTIFF'S SUITS: 

1. Balistreri-Amrhein v. tHI, No. 05-09-01377-CV, Dallas Court of Appeals' 

Fraudule~t ho~e inspect,r prior to purchase of home & paid $505.00. AHI & Aaron 
. I 

I 

Miller caught committing fraud, not reporting hoine defects, so sued & then he filed 

Bankruptcy to escape laws~it & today is continuing his same bu~iness practices as a 

Texas Licensed Inspector. jAHI & Miller were not a separate lawsuit from the Winsley 
' . 
' . 

Riecherts' Home Lawsuit, ~ut was separated fi;om Home l~wsuit by Judge Roach 

inaccurate rulings, unrepo~ed filed Bankruptcy & Judge Roach sign~ng Orders with 
I • 

wrong year & dates. Judge I Roach refused & removed evidence by his judicial abuse of 
- I . 

power & trying to sign ordtrs outside of plenary power. Plaintiff is the one th~t reported 

his Chapter 7 Bankruptcy t~ the Courts, it was an invalid Appeal that could not continue 

for any reason & so no dotjuments were filed & dismissal was mandatory due to federal . 
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Bankruptcy & serious errorJ by Judge Roach. During lawsuit Judge Roach tampered with 

evidence like Collin CounJ Probate Order on incompetent & incapacitated Balistreri as a . 
• I • ~· ~ 

signer to house contract as 'f invalid contract" to avoid destruction of this invalid sale. 
I 

There was a "conflict of intfrest" with Judge Roach as friends with owner of Re Max 

Realty in this home sale, b~ refused recusal three times. Judge Roach denied all legal 

representation to Balistreri, )claimed no standing after payment of $125,000.00, hide 

Probate Court Order. Whe~ Balistreri filed Bankruptcy Judge Roach rem_oved Balistreri 
! 

assets from lawsuit, in a se~arate number to hide from Bankruptcy Trustee, which is a 

federal offense. This house icon tract was never valid from start & if not for Collin 
. I -

Country & Judge Roach's qonspiracy for campaign contributions & favors with 

Defendants' Attorneys, thiJ lawsuit would have been heard in less than one hour. "No 
I • . 

adverse affects upon Plaint,ffs" as falsely claimed by Wormington & Bollinger, et al· 
. ' 

Defendants' Attorneys for ~ore "comiption to misl~ad, obstruct justice & commit "fraud 

upon the Court." 

(Not frivolous, meant to h4r'ass, no duplicate, not meritless l~wsuit & original issues & · 
! 

parties & "no vexatious· Ii ant here as totall false" !); 
. I . 

2. Balistreri-Amrhein v. ~emax, Riechert, et al., No. 05-10-01347-CV, Dallas Court 

of Appeals - Re Max RealfY, Riecherts (sellers), et al was not a valid Appeal, because 

Judge Roach bragged & cl~imed making money for his Court Reporters by phony errors 
! 

to Appeal, which is called ~aud. Judge Roach's ~ourt took $1,000 from Plaintiffs & 

delivered blank pages of e~idence to affect & prevent Appeal. Judge Roach removed 
I 

court filed evidence & Pro~ate Court Orders to'prevent testimony on invalid house sales' 
. i . 

contract swindle, denied le~al representation & destruction of interest on $125,000.00 

investment by falsely clai1ing "no standing,'~ denied non-disclosure & invalid contract 

breached for $560,000.00 tith more than $200,000.00 in damages undisclosed. 
I 

This lawsuit is still pendin~ in Fifth Circuit.Court of Appeals & on its way to U.S. 

Supreme Court, because "Appeal Court is a named ·Defendant" in the lawsuit, as judging 
I 

5. 
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, rj ii 
r; 

themselves knowing a "con~ict of interest" with the same justices for benefit of the ex

employee federal Judge Matzant to hide all his judicial abuses, corruption, conspiracy 

with perjury to the United States Congress requiring impeachment. United States 
I 

Department of Justice advis~d Plaintiff on Obstruction of Justice & Fraud Upon Courts 

which resulted in "no servic~ of.process" to all named Defendants in this lawsuit, because 

of"conflict of interest" wittj more than·20Defendants & he refused recusal motion. So 

no judgment yet to date as anef was finished about November, 2017. 

Texas Supreme Court doe~ pot like to_ hear the dirty secret acts of lower Courts, so too~ 4 

years to find no reason to e~cuse themselves, which is not ah adverse affect upon Plaint1ff 
I 

as no hearings, no evidenceiexamined, missing in action to conspire & cover up all Collin · 

County & Dallas County viplations of l_aws & frauds under First Regional Administrator, 

Corrupt Judge John Ovard: !fexas Supreme Court knows awhat is judicial abuses. 
' . . . 

(Not a frivolous case, not ~eant for harassment or delays, frauds committed, multiple 
discriminations & "no vex tious liti ant here as totall false" !) 

eals 

I 

Fraudulent home inspect1r prior to purchase of home & paid $505.00. A.HI & Aaron 

Miller caught committing ftaud, not reporting home defects, so sued & then he filed 
I . 

Bankruptcy to escape laws~it & today is continuing his same business practices as a 

Texas Licensed Inspector. fAHI & Miller were not a separate lawsuit from the Winsley 

Riecherts' Home Lawsuit, but was separated from Home lawsuit by Judge Roach 
! ·. 

inaccurate rulings, unrepofed filed Bankruptcy & Judge Roach signing Orders with 

wrong year & dates. Judge /Roach refused & removed evidence by his judicial abuse of 
I 

power & trying to sign ord~rs outside of plenary power. Plaintiff is the one that reported 
I 

his Chapter 7 Bankruptcy tp the Courts, it was an invalid Appeal that could not continue 
i 

for any reason & so no doJuments were. filed & dismissal was mandatory due to federal 
. I . 

Bankruptcy & serious errors by Judge Roach. During lawsuit Judge Roach tampered with 
! 

1. 
1685 



'• ... 

evidence like Collin County /Probate Order on incompetent & incapacitated Balistreri as a 

- signer to house contract as ~'1nvalid contract" to avoid destruction of this invalid sale. 

There was a "conflict of int~rest" with Judge Roach as friends with owner of Re Max 
• I 

Realty in this home sale, bu~ refused recusal three times. Judge Roach d.enied all legal 

representation to Balistreri, flaimed "no standing" after payment of $125,000.00 & hide 

Probate Court Order to prev~nt that Courts approval or decline of purchase of home. 
'I . . 

When Balistreri filed Bankliiptcy Judge Roach removed Balistreri assets from lawsuit, in 
i 
I 

a separate number to hide frpm Bankruptcy Trustee, which is a federal offense. This 

house contract was never vJid from start. If not for Collin Country Court & "Judge 
! 

Roach's conspiracy for cam~aign contributions·& favors with Defendants' Attorneys," 
' . ~ . 

this lawsuit would have beer heard ~ less than one hour. "No adverse affects upon 

Plaintiffs," as falsely claim~d by Wormington & Bollinger Defendants' Attorneys for 

more "corruption to mislea~, Obstruct Justice & commit "Fraud Upon Court." 
! 

(Not :frivolous, not meant t' harass or delay, not a duplicate suit, not rneritless lawsuit, 

original issues & parties, soi"oo vexatious litigant here as totally false," trying to count 

a same case twice & why P4Y court costs on fnvalid Appeal with seriou~ frauds & defects 

with no valid final Texas otders, as lawsuit is moved to United States Federal Court.) 
! 

4. Am·rheio v. Riechert, ,t al, U.S. District Court for Northern District of Texas; 

No final Texas Orders in thfs original Texas lawsuit, so on about September 12, 2012 this 
! 

is moved to U.S. Northern Ipistrict Co~, Dallas, TX. Judge Joe Fish presiding & 
I 

Magistrate Renee Toliver ~ith rio singed permission as magistrate. No hearings, no 

examination of nay wjtness~s, no fact witness testimony, no civil process, all Plaintiff's 

motions are denied, discri~inations & violations & refusal of medical & surgeries, . 
1. 

"conflict of interest" as Maristrate Toliver is ex-employee of Texas & Attorney Generals 

Office, as just two of manyiDefendants, who participated in "Obstruction of Justice" & 
I 

"Fraud Upon Courts;" 

M~gistrate Toliver falsely qlaimed RICO is for Unions only &·other false statements 
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l· 

about this real estate & laws( Claimed breached undisclosed home sale contract with an 
I 

invalid contract by signed c~ntract without Probate Court Approval & more than $33,000 
! 

of undisclosed damages-& np-valid,deed is just "buyers' remorse." Ma~istrate Toliver 

. took false filed statements hr Attorneys only, who weren't present & signed on to get 

their clients off until years lfter with no evidence & no proof. No proper jurisdiction is 

established. Judge Fish goe~ along with false recommendations & false Order signed to 
• I 

dismiss & declare Plaintiffs las "vexatious litigants" with no hearing, no right to address 
I • 
I 

the ·court on false Order & ~nly 2 lawsuits in 7 years. 
' ' 

Plaintiff was informed to as~ for permission to file in any United States Court from this 
i 

court, but when I did there fas no reply, no reported vexatious litigant & no picture as 
f I • . . 

vexatious litigant as other c<i>urts tried to locate, so this was all frauds to silence Plaintiff; 
' . . 
I 

Obstruct Justice & commit 'rFrauds Upon Courts" with serious Judicial Abuses, cover up, 
i 

conspiracy, collusion, corruption by Judicial frauds against judicial machinery of this 

judicial system. 

("No vexatious litigant he~e as totally false" & judicial abuses, errors, mistakes, 

conspiracy, cover up, collusiion, corruption, "conflict of interest"· & "no due process,;, .as 

all Plaintfrfs' Constitutional/ Rights are violated. by this corrupted judiciary, which is out 

of Plaintiff's control on their own lack of judicial ethics, no reflection on case fact~, laws 

& evidence that is the basis lof this lawsuit.) (Another false claim by~ & B Attorneys.) 
I • 

Plaintiffs' Appeal & find O\lt court record was withheld by Magistrate Toliver to prevent 
I 

briefing & complained to C~urt of Appeals to redo briefing for Court references, but 

denie~. Still no Probate Co'f approval for Plaintiff Balistreri as required under 
I 

guardianship, which is vali4 for two years after death. Plaintiff Balistreri died on 

September 24, 2013 & it is Jgnored by the Court of Appeals, no. evidence examined in 

Appeal. Why?????To cover up for offending lower courts as· no Attorneys kick back. 
! 
i 

Court of Appeals dismissed! because of no court record referenced as refused & hidden by 
I . . 

Magistrate Toliver & Judgd Fish. Toe· Justices hearing Appeal had "conflict of interest 

t. 
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with multiple Def~n~ants / ,tppellees. Exa~pl~: years of e~ployment with Defendants as 

ex-employees deciding the tjutcome of their friends & longtime colleagues; (20 years) 
1· . 
I , 

Plaintiff filed misconduct cqmplaints on secret Justices that should have by the rules 
• I 

recused themselves & did nJt, so misconduct is hidden & claims the U :S. Supreme Court 
' i • 

has no jurisdiction over the1 & how they do business in their courts. Judicial abuses ! · 

' Plaintiff files in United Stat,s Supreme Court for Writ of Certiorari & it is stopped by ex-

employee clerk from Court ~f Appeals to prevent examination & accep~ance. The file 
I 

was returned & then a false brder is claimed & not sent to Plaintiff Petitioner until 6 
i . . 

months late that was two lin~s prepared by offending clerk with no knowledge of Court 
i . 

of Appeals & Chief Judge ~oberts. ("Obstruction of Justice & Fraud Upon Court") 

The' Collin County Probate tourt Order is 2 years enforce, never considered, never 
I 
I 

approved as still within 2 yt· time period following Dad's death. Undisclosed.failing 

foundation update reported , as how the fake court Order w~s discovered 6 months late. 
i 

So Plaintiff contacts the Un~ted States Department of Justice with all of the above & is 
' ' . 

advised to refile in the Unit~d States Eastern District Court for fairness, justice & suit 
. I . 

before this statute oflimitat~ons ends, so this is done ab9ut February 26, 2016 at the 
I 

Plano Court house as recomfmended for fairness, due process & Justice. 
i 

Plaintiff follows th.e instruc~ions of United States Department of Justice, presents 
! 

complaint, prepared summ~s & certificate of service with disinterested party. 
' i 

Plaintiff files Affidavit oflryability to pay & it is granted by Magistrate Christine Nowak, 

who received her position d~e to Judge Amos Mazzant advancement through a deal made 
I 

between President Obama 1 Senator John Comyn & false statements / perjury to Senator 

. Chuck Grassly before Judicrary Committee for his judgeship advancement. 

Plaintiff is informed. by the p.s. Eastern District Court to wait for "service of process" as 
I 

will be arranged & about a rear later there is still "no service .of process" done because 

Judge Mazzant is friends, e*-coworkers, etc. with about 40 of the named Defendants, so 

he does not want to serve ~em with this lawsuit. Judge Mazzant & Magistrate Norwak 
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i 

· refuse to recuse themselves ~n Plaintiffs Motion To Recuse due to "Conflict oflnterest" 
I 

& "no service of process" &/docket items are missing from court record. 
I 
I 

A lawsuit is not established 'tvithout proper summons & service, but the case of fairness, 
I 

due process & justice is deniled in part of the false vexatious litigant by Northern District 

Court to silence with no. inv~stigation on the matter. Judicial abµses complicated by more 
- ' i . 

Judicial Abuses as Plaintiff ~earns Judge Mazzant is not docketing all filed court papers. 

Plaintiff is contacted by the ~ourt that her in f orma pauperis is reversed, so that Judge 
I 

Mazzant can extort $500 be(ore this case gets to the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals, as his 
I 

ex-employer for some more f'conflict of interest." 
I 
I 

Plaintiff files a timely Appe,1 & Recusal of Fifth Circuii Cow:t as Judge Mazzant ex-
. . i 

employer & refuses to pay apy moQey to ~_udge Mazzant for not doing his job with no 

seryice_to all his special De~ndant pals to prevent this lawsuit by "Obstruction of Justice, 

Fraud Upon Courts & the cqurt record is held to prevent briefing as complained. 
! 

("No vexatious litigant berF as totally false" & judicial abuses, errors, mistakes, 

conspiracy, cover up, colluston, corruption, "conflict of interesf' & "no due process," as 

all Plaintiffs' Constitutional/Rights are violated by this corrupted judiciary, whi~h is out 

of Plaintiffs control on theif pwn lack of judicial ethics; no reflection on case facts, laws 

& evidence that is the oasis pf this lawsuit.) (Another false claim by W& B Attorneys.) 
• I . 

i . 

5. Amrhein v. La Madeleine et al. U.S. District Court for Northern District of Texas· 

This original lawsuit against ex-employer La Madeleine, In~, was filed December 6, 1996 

in Dallas County, Texas as ~led by Attorney David Winston, who then moved t:o Alaska. 

This lawsuit had 4 success~( Appeals & reversal with a Federal Court Order signed by a 
I • 

Federal Judge May 24, ~99$ that La Madeleine Inc. had caused injuries to both Plaintiffs 
. i 

arms & h~ds requiring 4 o~erations & permanent life long disabilities, ~hich was 

ignored by Dallas Judges J the case passed from perjury by J~dge Jenevein, to Judge . 
.. I • • 

Pierce, to Judge Ovard & o* to Judge Aldn, who took money bribe ~bout June 12, 2012. 
! 

In an Appeal Judge Sally ~ontgomery falsely claimed to have signed an Order to stop 
I 

g. 
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2"d Appeal, which was com~lete fraud, never signed & never existed as corruption. 

For 10 y~ars the Dalla~ Co~rts .had not lifted a U.S .. Bankruptcy Stay to resume 

jurisdiction, so the Court of ~ppeals ruled all activities, all Orders are judicial nullity & 

void, in all La Madeleine·, I~c lawsuit per multiple Orders, by multiple Justices as apart of 
! ' 

all court records. Judge Aki$ claimed enough evidence for a Dallas telephone book, then 

3 weeks claims "no evidenck for his bribe while refusing a court reporter present. 
i 

Plaintiff presented oral argu,nent, where frauds & nullity is obvious in Courts. 
i ' 

Judge Akin was a named D1fendant in this lawsuit that was transferred to the United 

States Northern Dis~ct Co~rt Judge Jorg~ Solis & corrupt Magistrate Toliver, who 
I .. 

wanted to destroy this case ~ecause Plaintiffs complaints against her. for retaliation. 

Judge Jorge Solis did not h~ar case, did not examine any evidence, was engaged with 

Magistrate Toliver, made 4eats to Plai~tiff & "no due process.~' In fact he never 

responded to an ERISA Molion filed as an ERISA Judge, who would soon retire. Judge 
! 

Solis like Judge Fish was h~ppy to take about almost $1,000 in court costs, $1,000 in 

Appeal Costs after $1,000 ~lus in Collin County Court Costs, so Plaintiff exhausted all 
I , 

money for Courts with no f~imess, no due process, no justice, as only frauds & abuses. 

Plaintiff Appealed & the s$e occurred, no court records as held by Magistrate Toliver to 

prevent·Briefing & dismiss~d by Justice Thomas Reavley as secret decider, who had 
I 

major "conflicts of interest'~ requiring recusal with multiple Defendants / Appellees & 
i 

about 33 .years of Texas legrl services & offices as his un bias trier of fact, prejudice & 

retaliation on behalf of his ~endly Defendants / Appellees to prevent any reversal on 

App,eal & prevent this lawsrit against his pals. 

In 22 years of La Madeleinf Inc. Lawsuit there was no completed discovery, no 

mediation, 4 Appeals, plea4'.ngs & court filings refused, no due process, no fairness, no 
I . 

jury trial & no Justice. 

("No vexatious litigant hete as totally false" & judicial abuses, errors, mi~takes, 

conspiracy, cover up, conu,ion, corruption, "conflict of interest" & "no due process," as ' 
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all Plaintiffs' Constitutional ~ights are violated by this corrupted judiciary, which is out 

of Plairitiff s control on theit own lack of judicial ethics, no reflection on case facts, laws 
I 
I 

& evidence that is the basis ?fthis lawsuit.) (Another false claim by W& B Attorneys.) 

6. Amrhein v. La Madelei,e, Inc., Court of Appeals of Texas, ~ixth District, 
Texarkana; · · 

This Appeal is out of sequetjce. The Court of Appeals of Dallas was a named Defendant 
I 

for destroying court records lin the United States Court of Appeais from Jude Jorge Solis, 

who held nothing, took cou~ costs & dismissed. The Court of Appeals Dallas could not 
I 

hear the law~uit, so it was tr~sferred to th~ Sixth District Court of Appeals, so _they did 

not look at evidence, no ca~¢ law, no briefing, no rules &-regulations to refuse to examine 

as the justices sta~ed with ntj work & more Judicial abuses of system & process that is not 
I • 

under the control of Plaintiff, but continued corruption, conspiracy, cover up, etc. 
I 

("No vexatious litigant her~ as totally false" & judicial abuses, _errors, mistakes, 

conspiracy, cover up, colluslon, corruption, "conflict of interest" & "no due process," as 
' . 

all Plaintiffs' Constitutional I Rights are violated by this corrupted jud_iciary, which is out 
I 

of Plaintiffs control on theit own lack of judicial ethics, no reflection on case facts, laws 
I . 

& evid.ence that is the basis pf this lawsuit.) (Another false claim by W& B Attorneys.) 
I . 

7. Amrhein v. David Schr1eder, Justice Court Precinct 1 Judge Raleeh & Bollinger 

David Schroeder sued by Pl~intiff Amrhein & represented by Attorney Lennie Bollinger, 
I 

who his Attorneys would li~e to forget as basis of this lawsuit. Mr. Schroeder is sued for 

conversion of Plaintiffs prJperty & not payingS months of rent, but Attorney Bollinger 
I . 

refused to add in the damagts to Plaintiffs home & the sexual assault into this lawsuit, 

which is a part of the basis ~f"legal malpractice" against Attorney Bollinger & 

Wormington & Bollinger, et al lawsuit. 

Attorney Bollinger filed inc~mplete & wrong pleadings complaint, showed a fondness for 
I . 

Plaintiffs violator & his critnes, refused a jury trial, refused to examine evidence, refused 

to join "indispensable party~ did not communicate for months; made threats, l~te 
I· • 

/I). 
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communications of signed qrders & d~fends Mr. Schroeder, refused mediation & quits 

right before trial, filed for wrong dollar amount, exceeded court's jurisdiction, with 
I 
I • 

multiple errors, causing Jud$e Raleeh to refuse to hear lawsuit & "legal malpractice." 

Judge Raleeh advised Plaint~ffto file an Appeal, he never signed an Order & claimed it 
' ' 

! 

took almost 16 months to d~cide this lawsuit filed in wrong jurisdiction as never. 

disclosed by Attorney Bollif ger, W & B, et al, Judge Raleeh & ~recinct 1 Court. 

Appeal to County Court of~aw No. 2, Collin County, Texas, Judge Walker states he 
i 

can't hear the Appeal, beca~se Judge Raleeh never signed an Order to Appeal. 
I ·' 

Judge Walker claimed goodf case, good ~vidence, get an Attorney to take to a Jury to win. 

Plaintiff is charged Attorne~s fees.ofundisclos~d amount for Judge Raleeh mistake, 

Attorney Bollinger &. W & ~. et al "legal malpractice" misconduct; 

Pl~intiff contacted 75 differfnt attorneys & found out "Blacklisted," so no one will take 

any case for-any representat~on, which is a violation of Plaintiffs Constitutional Rights. 

Defendants' Attorney does ~ot bring up the keeping of Plaintiffs deceased Dad's case 
i 

file past statute of limitatio~s, which was left of our.property, incompetence & legal 
I . 

malpractice as Plaintiffwasjrightful owner &_beneficiary of this property & lawsuit as 
' . . 

more cover up, conspiracy ~ collusion to Obstruct Justice & commit frauds for harms. 

8. Balistreri-Amrhein v. errilli et al. U.S~ -District Court for the Eastern District 
of Texas A Continuation f Riecbert Liti ations · 

Verrilli is an error as does qot represent the United States of America liabilities, so. the 
' ' . 

I 

Court was to correct that erior, but failed to do so. 
I 

Plaintiff contacts the Unite1 States Department of Justice with all of the abov~ & is 
• . I 

advised to refile in the Unitfd States Eastern District Court for fairness, just.ice & suit 
I 

before this statute oflimitat~ons ends, so this is done about February 2_6, 2016 at the 
i 

Plano Court house as recor1.mended. 

Plaintiff follows the instructions of United States Department of Justice, presents 
I • 

complaint, prepared summ~ns & certificate of service with disinterested party. 

JI. 
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' 

Plaintiff~les Affidav~t.ofl~·-bility to pay. & it is granted by Magistrate Christine Nowak, 

who received her pos1tton d e to Judge Amos Mazzant advancement through a deal made 

between President Obama Senator John Cornyn & false statements/ perjury to Senator 
• . ! 

Chuck Grassly before Judici~ Committee for his judgeship advancement. 

Plaintiff is informed by the l(J.s. Eastern District Court to wait for "service of process" as 
! • 

will be arranged & about a ~ear later there is still "no service of process" done because 

Judge Mazzant is friends, e~-coworkers, etc. with about 40 of the named Defendants, so 
i 

he does not want to serve thfm with this lawsuit.Judge·Mazzant.& Magistrate Norwak 

refuse to recuse themselves ~n Plaintiffs Motion To Recuse du~ to "Conflict oflnterest" 
' 

& "no service of process" &f docket items are missing from court record. 

A lawsuit is not established r'ithout proper summons & service, but the case of fairness, 
! 

due process & justice is den~ed in part of the false vexatious litigant by Northern District 
I 

Court to silence with no inv~stigation on th·e matter. Judicial abuses complicated by more 
I . 

Judicial Abuses as Ph1intiff ~earns Judge Mazzant is not docketing all filed court papers. 

Plaintiff is contacted by th~ tourt that her in-fonna pauperis is reversed, so that Judge 
I 

Mazzant can extort $500 before this case gets to tJte Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals, as his 

ex-employer for some morel "conflict of _interest." 
i 
i 

Plaintiff files a timely Appe~l& Recusal of Fifth Circuit Court as Judge Mazzant ex-

employer·& refuses to pay ¥1Y money to Judge Mazzant for not doing his job with no 

service to all his special Defendant pals io prevent this lawsuit by "Obstruction ofJustice, 

Fraud Upon Courts 8:L the c~urt record is held.to prevent briefing as complained. 
I . 

! . 

Court of Appeals refuses toimove this lawsuit to Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals to 
, I . . 

cover up "conflict of intere1t," etc., uses the same offending conflicted Justices as named 

Defendants in this same la~suit, which will be g~irig to the United States Supreme Court 
!i 

& United States Justice De~artment & U.S. Judiciary are notified .. 
' i 

This Fifth Circuit Court of ,f\ppeals lawsuit is stil.1 pending with no decisions & briefing 
. i .. 

was completed to acceptanqe by this Court with same named Defendants/ Appellees, 

/;!,.. 
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who refused transfer to other Courts & Justices on "conflict of interest." 

("~o vexatious litigant her~ as totally false" & judicial abuses, errors, mistakes, 

conspiracy, cover up, colluston, corruption, "conflict of interest" & "no due process," as 

all Plaintiffs' Co_nstitutional !Rights are violated by this corrupted judiciary, which is out 
! 

of Plaintiffs control on theit own lack of judicial ethics, no reflection on case facts, laws 
I 

& ev~dence that is the basis pf this lawsuit & pending.) (Another false claims by W & B 
I 

Attorneys, along with hai'as~ment, perjury, intimidation, fear & violations of laws by 
TeX!iS licensed attorneys ) : · 

• I 

9. Amrhein v. United States of America, et al., US. District Court for Eastern 

District of Texas' (A variati~n of the prior already disposed of La Madeline Litigations); 

This original lawsuit againsi ex-employer La Madeiein~, Inc, was filed December 6, 1996 
i 

in Dallas County, Texas as tiled by ~ttorney David Winston, who then moved to Alaska. 
! 

This lawsuit had 4 success~l Appeals 8,l. reversal with a Federal Court Order signed by a 
' ' • • I 

Federal Judge May 24, 199$ that La Madeleine Inc. had caused injuries to both Plaintiffs 
I ... 

arms & hands requiring 4 o~erations & permanent life-long disabilities, which was 
• I 

, • I . 

ignored by Dallas Judges a~ the case passed from perjury by Judge Jenevein, to Judge 
! . ' . ' 

Pierce, to Judge Ovard & o, to Judge Akin, who took money bribe about June 12, 2012. 

In an Appeal Judge Sally ~ontgomery falsely claimed to .have signed an Order to stop 

2"d Appeal, which was complete fraud, never signed & never existed as corruption. 

For 10 ears the Dallas C 'urts had not lifted a U.S. Bankruptcy Stay to resume 

jurisdiction, so the Court o Appeals ruled all activities, all Orders are judicial nullity & 
! . . 

void, in all La Madeleine, Ire lawsuit per multiple Orders, by multiple Justices as apart of 

all court records. Plaintiff presented oral. argument, where frauds & nullity is obvious. 
. I 

Judge Akin was a named Dffendant in this lawsuit that was transferred .to the United 

States Northern District Co~rt Judge Jorge Solis & corrupt Magistrate Toliver, who . 
/ ' 

wanted to destroy this case lbecau.se Plaintiffs complaints against her for retaliation. 

Judge Jorge Solis did not h~ar case, did not examine any ev.idence, was engaged with 

/~. 
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Magistrate Toliver, made thr~ats to Plaintiff & "no due process.;' In fact he never 

responded to an ERISA Mot{on filed as an ERISA Judge, who· would soon retire. Judge 
I • 
I 

Solis like Judge Fish was ha~py to take ·about almost $1,000 in court costs, $1,000 in 
I' 

Appeal Costs after $1,000 plps in Collin County Court Costs, so Plaintiff exhausted all 
i 

money for- Courts with no fatmess, no due process, no justice, as only frauds & abuses. 
i 

Plaintiff Appealed & the s~e occurred,.no court records as held by Magistrate Toliver to 
i 

prevent Briefing & dismisse~ by Justice Thomas Reavley as secret decider, who had 

major "conflicts of interest" !requiring recusal with multiple Defendants/ Appellees & 
I . 

about 33 years of ~exas leg~l services & offices as his un bias trier of fact, prejudice & 

· retaliation o~ behalf of his ~iendly Defendants / Appellees to prevent any reversal on 

Appeal /k. prevent this lawsJit against his pals. Appeal Order pending by Defendants / 
. . I 

• I 

Appellees Justices as Court~ Justices are judging themselves in this lawsuit with 
• • I 

"conflict o~ interest" illegallr & refused transfer to other Justices & other Circuit Courts. 

("No vexatious litigant her~ as totally false" ~judicial abuses, errors, mistakes, 

conspiracy, cover up, co.llus1on, corrupti~n, "conflict of interest" & "no due process," as 

. all Plai'ntiffs' ConstitutionallRights are violated by this corrupted judiciary, which is out 
I . 

i 
of Plaintifrs control on their own lack of judicial ethics, no reflection on case facts, laws 

. I , 

& evidenc~ that is the basis pfthis lawsuit is pending) (Another false claim by W & B 

Attorneys.) 

Not_ so recent as deposed Oct. /21, 2017 for an abusive fraudulent deposition, while Defendants' 

Attorney removes 13 pages o' deposition corrections & withholds. 17 exhibits for statement, files 

a fraudulent Prosperity B~ randbook t~ cover up all offenses until Plai"ntiff presents the true 

Prosperity Bank Handbook fr~m 2015. Plaintiff was an employee of Prosperity Bank from 
i 

August 2015 to January 20~5. Pending Lawsuit for the following: 

If. 
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I 

Prosperity Bank did not acc~mmodate Plaintiffs diabetic disability, made this disability 

condition worse, did not supfrvise workplace, did not control tlieir premises, breached 
. I 

their duty of care, were untr*thful, not diligent in responding to Plaintiff's complaints by 
I , 

& through their agent supertisors, allowed. the workplace to be "hostile" with 

harassment, sexual advance$, incomplete & false training, unmaintained equipment, 
I 

i 

forced to work off the clock/as no ability to sign in, breached security, potential risks & 

physical harm, unbalanced .Go-worker, offensive language & contents, removal of funds 

by co-worker, refusal for siqk time & physician medical excuse, refusal for safety, 
! 

refused part time hours as promised, lack of communication, refusal of wages, employee· 
I 

& wage accountability denitd, refusal of police for blocking assault, wanting Plaintiff to 
I 

engage in criminal acts of fijauds, age & gender discriminations, tampering with court 
' 

records & deposition transctipts, fraudulent handbook, refusal of complete answers & 
! ~ • 

objections during abusive dtposition, retaliation for complaints, wrongful termination & 

no proper notice given, unr~asonable demands to put others & self in danger, demands 
I 

with pending motion for requsal, denied discovery, production & disclosure of Prosperity 
! 

Bank surveillance videos d~stroyed, false cl~ims, damages to reputation & irrel~vant 
i 

inquiry, refusal of service of process & answers, under reported wages, refused 
! 

unemployment, deductions iof wages without permission, causing personal injuries, 

losses, harms, destruction ii Plaintiff's life, etc. all this requires a jury trial, "due process" 
I 

as a matter of law in name of justice. 
I 

In 10 days Plaintiff went fr?m best employee loved by all to a false statement of 

abandoned job & refused dpctor's medical excuse for the personat' injuries caused by 

refusal of accommodations jto inject 1 minute of insulin daily. 
I 

Plaintiff was notified that ~rosperity Bank owes $732.00 in back wages as their false 
! ' 

statements to EEOC, Discrf mination, Hours & Wages of the Labor Department, etc. 

Plaintiff was given a Settle~ent Offer to tum in our government if they try to investigate 

Prosperity Bank, which Pl~intiff refused. Attorney Todd Harlow was in on this. scam & 

15'. 
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,. 

. ' 

threatened if Plaintiff didn't fign it he would quit. He quits & three pages of his own 
I 

misconduct is discovered as~ defense attorney posing as Plaintiff Attorney. 
I 

Judge Christine Now~ is thf "conflict of interest" person presiding knowing she has 
i 

been turned in for "impeachrinent." Judge Nowak has no proper jurisdiction as state court 
, I 

can't remove Worker's Compensation & TWC wages as banned, but falsely claims ok. 

Defendants' Attorneys did n~t want an African American Judge Angela Tucker, so moved 
i 

case. First RegionalAdmini*rative Judge Mary Murphy violates ADA Stay & ~llows 
i 

continued harassment again~t ill, senior Plaintiff in need of 2 Spine Surgeries. 

Judge Christine Nowak foutjd the exhibit & content from Prosperity Bank workplace, so 
' . 

offensive they had to seal Pl~intiff's exhibits as evidence. 
I 

Attorney Carrie Jonson Pha,euf has been colluding with Attorney Michelle Mahony to 

try to destroy Prosperity Barµ< lawsuit & W &B, et al "legal malpractice" lawsuit & to 
I 

destroy & discredit Plaintifflto cover up their various offenses as "officers of the court." 
i . 

("No vexatious litigant her~ as totally false'' & judicial abuses, errors, mistakes, 
. I , 

conspiracy, cover up, colluston, corruption, "conflict of interest" & "no due process," as 

all Plaintiffs' Constitutional!Rights are violated by this corrupted judiciary, which is out 
I 

of Plaintiff's control on theit own lack of judicial ethics, no reflection on case facts, laws 

& evidence that is the basis pf this lawsuit is pending) (Another false claim by W& B 

Attorneys to go along with 'erjury, harassment, cover up, conspiracy & corruption; 

.11 . . Amrhein Repeatedly upgat.es the Same Issues and Causes of Action Against Same 

Defendants. See above litig,tion is not cover up, corruption, conspiracy, lack of ethics, 

refusal to hear cases, refusa! to serve, bi~s, prejudice, retaliation, "conflict of interest," 
I 

. I 

judicial abuses, breaches ofloath of office, frauds upon courts & Obstruction of Justice. 
. I . . 

Io onclusion Pra er & Relief Sou ht 

Plaintiff is not a vexatious l tigant by any standard of the above for each false claim by 
. I 

W& B, et al Attorneys, Co~b, Martinez, Woodland & Attorney Carrie Johnson Phaneuf, 
' I • • 

I 

who likes to harass, make r,1se statements, continues to perjure themselves with false 
I 

! 

/t. 
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court filings, cover up & co1spire to try to get their clients off for all their wrong doing & 

legal malpractice offenses.1/his is all public record, which can be viewed by everyone & 

every source as stated abovef So as anyone examine·s Plaintiff's experiences ask yourself 

if you would permit anyone to do to you or a family member causing serious damages! 
I 

Relief Sou t Den all Defendants' Claims & Pra ers 

Plaintiff objects to false v~xatious litigant. claims, not prosecuting all offenders in every 
lawsuit, not enforcing existitg rules, statues & laws, while under the judicial sworn oath 
of office, accepting taxpaye wages as frauds & discriminatiri~ against litigant Plaintiffs' 
as fleecing them for judicial costs & no production with no work. To.treat this named 
incapacitated & incompeten~ deceased father by removing his evidence of void invalid 
house purchase contract & c1aim "no standing" to.benefit friends by "conflict of interest" 
is abuse of judicial authority~ To engage in illegal scams with no "due process" breaches 
of oath of office, causing hru;ms & damage·s with intent~ plus years of false judiciary as · 
published rules, statutes, lals & U.S.& Texas Constitutional Rights as promised, which 
is not fairness, "due process & Justice, But civil & criminal offenses Mafia style & RICO 
Republic Title charged $3, 30.00 for $560,000.00 title insurance.policy; put policy in 
wrong names, refused to co ect it, cancelled this policy & kept $3,330 fraud with right 
to sue them in house lawsult, that was never heard on evidence, but refused as Judge 
Toliver does not like white eople who.can p~y for t~eir h~use ~or.her judicial fairn~ss. 
Attorney Phaneuf & gang D fendants are trymg to d1scred1t Plamt1ff & every lawsmt 
filed to get her offenders orti from all "accountability by falsities & speculation" as same 
frauds. 2 Appe~l.s pending, ~ lawsuits pending & she breaks suits ap~ to raise her false 
counting. Plaintiff has beenlinterviewed by McKinney Police Department for assault. 
"No vexatious litigant to qutlify under Chapter 11 Civil·Practice & Remedies Code on 
criteria on.ly by hearing, rep rting, public listing & none happened with Plai~t.iff in any 
Court at any time & no 5 va id adverse lawsuits in 7 years as required. Attorney Phaneuf 
is knowingly filing false stat:ments / perjury & must be sanctioned additional $2,500 for 
all their misconduct & more attempts to harass." Taxpayers are paying these bad Judges 
salaries to "not do their jobs with frauds committed!" Attached third· Dr. Arakal notice on 
Plaintifrs current medical c~ndition as filed under ADA for "Stay" in all further court 
work that could cause more ersonal-injuries & harms. (Exhibit A) Plaintiff is not in. 
control or blamed for judi<;i.. l corruption. "Vexatious litigant" m:ust be denied. Plaintiff's 
health is not admissible .fpr\legal malpractice." Washington, D.C. & Congress are aware 
of all above facts & has invi ed Plaintiff to speak about this Texas & Federal Judiciary's 
offenses as "whistleblower" about intent & corruption, so are you part of problem ? 
Plaintiff prays for fairness, 'due process" & Justice that has not existed since 2008. 
Respectfully submitted, ~ Da:lene C. Balistreri-Amrhein, Plaint!!;';/ J. . 

~{!.~-:-~ . 
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JUDICIAL ACTIVITY I~ LA MADELEINE, INC. LAWSUIT FILED DECEMBER 6, 1996 . 
. I 

1) Judge Welcome - Dec. 6, 199~ - La Madeleine Inc.; 
I . 

2) Judge Robert Jeneveine - 199? & Perjury - La Madeleine Inc.; 
I . 

3) Judge Gibson - 1999 Recusal/- La Madeleine Inc.; 

4) Judge John Ovard -1999 - La I Madeleine Inc. Won Against Judge Jenevein - La Madeleine Inc.; 
I 

5) Judge Coker - July 31, 1997 -jBankruptcy St~y - 2 Appeals & 10 years of Stay- La Madeleine Inc.; 
! • 

6) 1st Appeal Fifth District Court :- La Madeleine - Amrhein won July 21, 2001; 
I 

7) Judge Jenevein Removed 200~- La Madeleine, Inc.; 

8) Judge Pierce -Assigned 2002) threats & Misconduct - La Madeleine Inc. ; 
' I 

9) Judge Pierce - Recusal 2003 ~ La Madeleine Inc.·; 
I 
i 

10) Judge Sally Montgomery- ~reatens to Doctor, _BK Stay, False Order, Tran$fer - La Madeleine Inc.; 
I 
I 

11) 2nd Court of Appeals- False prder by Judge Montgomery - La Madeleine, .Inc. Amrhein won; 
I 

La Madeleine Inc. Plaintiff won f reversed all & remanded back; 

12) Judge Roden - 2004 - Refusrd to file Appeal & Record Tampering - La Madeleine'. Inc. ; 

13) Judge Sally Montogmery - ryecusal of County Court at Law No. 3 Whole Court & Judge Pierce - LA; 

14) Judge D'Metria Benson ...;·oJders & then no f~llow thru & Arguments with Attorney La Madeleine; 
I 

' ' 
15) Judge Ted Akin -visiting ju1ge due to Benson illness - La Madeleine Inc.; 

16) 3rd_ Court of Appeals on Jud~e Akin Orders - Plaintiff won Appeal & all reversed - La Madeleine, Inc.; 
I 
I • 

17) Judge Ovard - Recusal of Ju~ge Benson as voluntary- La Madeleine Inc.; 
I 

18) Judge ·sally Montgomery - ~einstates 10 year Bankruptcy Stay, Transfer to Benson - La Madeleine; 
. i . 

19) Judge Ted Akin - 2012 - ta)se discovery, false jury trial, thr~ats & no evidence· on real evidence for 
a money bribe as pandered froryi the bench & he did not know the facts of lawsuit refusing abatement & 
all filings; 

i ' 

20) Court of Appeal named detndants in federal iawsuit, transferred Appeal tci Sixth District & they 
refused to examine lawsuit, bri,fing & evidence; . 

21) U.S. Northern District Court of Texas- 2012- before final Order- & Judges as named Defendants- LA; 
I . . • . 

22) No hearings, no fact witne1s testimony, no proper jurisdiction, no evidence examined for 1 year, no 

discovery, but took court cost 9f $450.00, Judge Jorge Solis dismissed lawsuit & retired- La Madeleine; 
• • I 

23) Fifth Circuit Court of AppeJls- refused court records for briefing & justices conflict of interest 
almost 33 years as Justice Rea~lry "favors for friend" to more than 20 Defendants & refuse recusal - La 
Md I

. I , , 
a e eme; ' , 
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24) U.S. Supreme Court- paid sts·oo in Writ prepared & removed by ex-employee clerk fro~ lower 
court, so reported to Dept of Jus~ice Washington D.C. to refile case; · 

! 

25) U.S. Eastern District Court - ~udges Nowak & Amos Mazzant, who refused to file service because 
Plaintiff was in form<! paup~r.is, s~ no service as promised, missing cour:-t documents from d_ocket & try to 
extort money to Appeal & denie~ court records.for Appeal Brief for 2 months- La Madeleine Inc. 
Lawsuit; 

26) Fifth Circuit Court of Appeall- Briefing Nov: 2017, named Defendants in the U.S. Eastern District 

Court lawsuit, refused recusal o;ourt & Justices, use same Ju.stices with same conflict of interest in La 
Madeleine.Prior Appeal ......... PE DING AN ORDER THAT WILL BE FILED.IN UNITED STATES SUPREME 
COURT FOR "CONFLICT OF INTE. EST, BIAS, PREJUDICE & RETALIATIONS. 

27) For 10. Years the Texas Cou~ did not know. how to treat a United States Bankruptcy Stay, so for 10 
years everything done was legal ~ullity & void based on law & 2 separate Appeals Darlene Won ! 

i • . . • 

This is approximate in dates & s~quences as stated above & Plaintiff.reserves the right to add or change. 

This is Plaintiff's judicial experie~ces in La Madeleine Inc. Lawsuit based on frauds & corruption, etc. 
between the Texas Courts & United States Federal Courts to.date, which is pending ! 

<l~~-~ 

~~ 
f;;s/;'t> . 
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.. 1,A~~5'·· 
Texas Back fnstitute· 

March 27, 2018 

Re: Darlene Amrhein 

To: Whom It May Concern, ; 

Ms. Darlene Amrhein is a pa · entof mine who is scheduled to undergo-a Posterior Cervical 
Fusion from C3-4 with Lanli ectomy and Allograft on 4/26/J 8; no court work is to be done at 

· that time. Currently, pt is tor ain off work as she cannot complete her usual work duties 
secondary to the severity of h r cervical and lumbar pahtology; pt is to remain off work in light 
of the fact that we are prepari g for surgical Jntervention and continued work could exacerbate 
her pain and lead towards . er deterioration. Please keep pt off of-work. Please contact my 
offices in the events that mo information is ncccSSaJY or in the events that clarification is . 
needed. Our phone number is, 972-608-SOOO; our _fax number is 972-608-S 160. 

Ra~ 

Rajesh G. Araka11 M.D. 

1701 
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3/27/2018 t- :· What is the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADAY 

'< P~blish~d on ADA National Ne~ork {bngs://adata.org) . 
! ' 
i 

Home > The ADA > What is the AD ? 

WHAT IS THE Al.ER CANS 11TH DISABILITIES-ACT. CADAJ? 
[1] 

·, 

The Americans with Disabilities Aci (ADA) became law in 1990. The ADA is a.civil rights law_that prohibits 
discrimination against individuals with I disabilities in all. areas of public life, · including jobs, schools, 
transportation, and .all public and privrte places that are open to the general public. The purpose of the law is 
to make sure that people with disabili~1es have the same rights arid opportunities as everyone else. The· ADA 
gives civil rights pr.otections to individ. als with d_isabilities similar to those provided tQ individuals on the basis 
o.f race, color, sex, national origin, ag , and religion. It guarantees equal opportunity for individuals with 
disabilities in public accommodations.I employment, transportation, state and local government services, and 
telecommunications. The ADA is divi~ed into five titles (or sections) that relate .. to different areas of public life. 

I 

In 2008, the Americans with Disabiliti 
I 

s Act Amendments Act (ADAAA) was sig_ned into law and became 
effective on January 1, 2009. The A made a number of significant changes to the definition of "disability." 
The changes in the definition of· disa ility in the APAAA apply to all titles of the ADA, including Title I 
(employment practices of private emp oyers with 15 or more employees, state and local governments, 
employment agendes, labor unions,. 1gents of the employer and joint management labor committees); Title II 
(programs and activities of state .and ocal government entities); and Title Ill (private entities that are 
considered places of public accommo~ation). 

More About the AD~ 

• Gfossa(Y- of ADA Terms! (21 
I 

• ADA Acronxms and Ab re l · ns [3] 

• Read DA ubiications 'Fact eets (4] 

• FrequentlY.. Asked. Questions About the ADA [5] 

Title I (Employment) 

Equal Employment Opport nity for Individuals with Disa~ilities 

This title is designed to help people ith disabilities access the same employment opportunities and benefits 
available. to people without disabilitie . Employers must provi'de reasonable accommodations to qualified 
applicants or employees. A ·r~asonab e accommodation is any modification or adjustment to a job or the work 
environment that. will enable an -appli ant or employee with a disability to. participat.~ in the application process 
or to perform esse_ntial job functions. · 

This portion of the. l~w is regulated a d enforced by. the U.S. Equal Em~v.,nent 012portunltY. Commission 
· (b.ttp:l/www.aaoc.goy/lawsltY. _ I I ~)_[6]. Employers with 15 or more. emp,loyees must comply with 
this law. The regulations· for Title I d fine disability, establish_ guidelines for the reasonable accommodation 

https://edata.org/prinl/leam-about-ada · '4'~8 1702 1/4 
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:;·pr9cJss, address medical examination~ and inquiries, and define "direct threat" when there is significant risk of 
substantial harm to the health or safe, of the individual employee with a disability or othe'rs. 

More informatjon and events related! to ADA Title I ~EmP-1.Qy~ent) [7]. · 

Title .II (State a·nd Local ~overnment.) 
I . 

Nondiscrimination on the B~sis of Disability in State and Local Government 
Services , · . · 

Title 11 of the ADA prohibits· discrimina · on against qualified individuals with· disabilities in all programs, 
activities, and services of public entitie . It applies to all state and local governments, their departments and 
agencies, and any other instrumentaliti s or special purpose districts of state or local governments. It clarifies 
the requirements of section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended, for public transportation 
systems that receive federal financial ssistance, and extends coverage to all public entities that provide public 
transportation, whether or not they rec ive federal financial assistance. It establishes detailed standards for the 
operation of public transit systems, inc. uding commuter and intercity rail (e.g .• AMTRAK). 

This title outlines the administrative pr~cesses to be followed, including requirements for self-evaluation and 
planning: requirements for making rea onable modifications to policies, practices, and procedures where 
necessary to avoid discrimination: arc itectural barriers to be identified; and the need for effective 
communication with people with hearin~. vision and speech disabilities. This title is r~gulated and enforced by 
the U.S. Department of Justice. · 

More information .and events relate~ to ADA ·Title II (State and Local Government) [8]. 

! 

Title III (Public Accommfdations) 

Nondiscrimination on the •asis of Disability by Public Accommodations and. in 
Commercial Facilities · 

This title prohibits private places of pu · 1ic accommodation from discriminating against individuals with 
disabilities. Examples of public accom odations include privately-owned, lea.s~d or operated facilities like 

• I • • 

hotels, restaurants, retail merchants, d ctor's offices, golf courses, private schools, day care centers, health 
clubs, sports stadiums, movie theaters and so on. This title sets the minimum standards for accessibility for 
alterations and new construction of fa ilities. It also requires public accommodations to remove barriers in 
existing buildings where it is easy to d so without much difficulty or expense. This title directs businesses to 
make "reasonable modifications" to th~ir usual ways of doing things when s~rving people with. disabilities. It 
also requires that they take steps nee ssa. ry to c;ommunicate effectively with customers with vision, hearing, 
and speech disabilities. This title is r gulated and enforced by the U.S. Department of Justice. 

I 

ation and events rel te to ADA Title Ill (Public Accommodations). [9]. 

Title IV (Telecommunica~ions) 
I 

This title requires telephone and Inter et companies to provide a nationwide system of interstate and intrastate 
telecommunications relay services tha allows individuals with hearing and speech disabilities to·communicate 
over the telephone. This title also req ires closed captioning. of federally funded public service 
announcements. This title is regulate by the Federal Communication Commission. · 

......,'-'-'"-.......,===u...::=c...:.:= ........ ....=="""1--, .... to~A..=D:..<;.A....,,._T..,.it~e'--'-"V'--(Telecommunications). [1 OJ. 

Title V (Miscellaneous Prbvisions) 
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, VERIFICATION/AFFIDAVIT 

/No. d-/26- CJ~&~-~LfJf/ 

STATE OF TEXAS 

COUNTY OF COLLIN 

I 

BEFORE :ME, the undersi~ed Plaintiff: Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrheip., who swore in 
her capacity & individual!~ on her. sworn oath, deposed and said she prepared 81\d signed 

I . .~ 

·s · formation as refere ed and stated within is.true and correct and of Darlene C. ~ ., 
Amrhein' s own personal ow ledge to best of her ability & documented. This ~tate · and 
or federal'filing is for purp se of"due process," fairness, Justice under State arid Federal - ... 
Laws & presented in appliqable Court attached as sited for this Court filing; 

~a~-~ 
Darlene C. Balistreri- Amrhein, Pla.inJiff, Pro Se 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWO~ TO ME, BEFORE ME: ON ~~- '2 t( '2018 to 
I 

Certify which witness my h~d and qfficial seal. 

SEAL: 

SEAN LOUGHLIN 
Notary 10 O ll9595393 ! 

My Commi5sion E,xpire5 / 
October 16, 2021 ' 

I 

Notary Public of Texas (Printed Name) 

. /JJ. 
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fERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
i • 

I 

I ' 

A true and correct copy o Plaintiff's Responses & Objections To Defendants' Reply 
To Plaintitrs Response & econd Supplement To Their Motion For An Order 
Determining Plaintiff as Ve ations Litigant & Requesting Security (Plaintiff's Seco~d 
Supplement) was served y Certified Mail through the "l!nited States Post Office on 
or about March 28, 2018 o the fo]]owing_: 

Collin County Courthous~ 

County Court at Law No.i6 

Certi tied 7016 1970 0001 1780 0002 

I 

Honorable Judge Jay Be1*1er 
2100 Bloomdale Rd., Suite # 303 54 
McKinney, TX 75071 

Cobb, Martinez, Woodw~d, PLLC · Certified# 7016 1970 0001 1780 0019 
I 

Attorney Carrie Johnson rhaneuf 
I 

1700 Pacific Avenue, Su~te # 3100 

Dallas, TX. 75201 

Respectfully submitted, 

Darlene Balistreri-Amrhein, Plaintiff, Pro Se and 
I 

Represeptative for Deceased Anthony J. Balistreri 

·--·---'·'-+------------
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DARLENE C. AMRHEIN, ~t al, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

' 

CAUSE NO. 006-02654-2017 

ATTORNEY LENNIE F. Bg· LLINGER, AND 
WORMINTON & BOLLIN. ER LAW FIRM, 

Defendants. 

i 

Electronically Filed 3/29/2018 3:14 PM 
Stacey Kemp County Clerk 
Collin County, Texas 
By: Linda Patrizio, Deputy 
Envelope ID: 23530289 

COUNTY COURT AT LAW 

N0.6 

[Hon. Jay Bender] 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

DEFENDANTS' AMEiDED FIRST SUPPLEMENT TO THEIR MOTION FOR AN 
ORDER DETERMININ PLAINTIFF DARLENE AMRHEIN TO BE A VEXATIOUS 

LIT.GANT AND REQUESTING SECURITY 

Defendants Lennie F.! Bollinger and Wormington Law Group, PLLC d/b/a Wormington 

and Bollinger (incorrectly na~ed as "Wormington & Bollinger Law Firm") ("Defendants") file 

the attached Affidavit of Catjie Johnson Phaneuf as Exhibit "J", to supplement their Motion for 

I 

an Order Determining that P~aintiff Darlene Amrhein ("Plaintiff' or "Amrhein") is a Vexatious 

Litigant, and requesting sectjrity, pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 11 of the Texas Civil 
I 

Practice & Remedies Code. 

Exhibit J, attached hereto and adopted by reference as if fully set forth herein, is filed in 
i 
I 

support of Defendants' pendi¥g request for Plaintiff to post security in connection with the relief 
I 
I 

requested pursuant to their ~tion to Declare Plaintiff Darlene C. Amrhein a Vexatious Litigant 

and Requesting Security. 

Specifically, Defendatits request the Court enter an order requiring Plaintiff to furnish 

security for the benefit ofDef~ndants in the amount of $160,000.00 in accordance with Texas Civil 

Practice & Remedies Code §~1.0055. 

DEFENDANTS' AMENDED SUPPLEMJT TO THEIR MOTION FOR AN ORDER DETERMINING PLAINTIFF DARLENE AMRHEIN 
TO BE A VEXATIOUS LITIGANT AND ~~QUESTING SECURITY - Page I 
176724 
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As set forth in Exhibh J, the amount of $160,000.00 constitutes Defendants' estimate of 

the reasonable expenses the~ will incur in or in connection with a litigation commenced, caused 

to be commenced, maintainjed, or caused to be maintained by Plaintiff, including costs and 

attorneys' fees. 

WHEREFORE, P~EMISES CONSIDERED, Defendants Lennie F. Bollinger and 
I 

Wormington & Bollinger, re$pectfully request that the Court: 

' 

(1) immediately stay this litigation pursuant to Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code § 11.052; 

' 

(2) set the foregoing !motion for hearing with notice to all parties pursuant to Tex. Civ. 
' 

Prac. & Rem. Code§ 11.053( 

(3) sign and enter an qrder declaring Plaintiff Amrhein a vexatious litigant pursuant to Tex. 

Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code§ U.054 and requiring Plaintiff to furnish security in accord with Tex. 

Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code § 1 lj.055. 

Defendants also requ~st such other and further relief to which they may show themselves 

I 

justly entitled both at law an4 in equity. 

Respectfully submitted, 

By: Isl Carrie J Phaneuf 
CARRIE JOHNSON PHANEUF 
Texas Bar No. 24003790 
cphaneuf@cobbmartinez.com 
JENNIFER SMILEY 
Texas Bar No. 24082004 
jsmiley@cobbmartinez.com 

COBB MARTINEZ WOODWARD PLLC 
1700 Pacific A venue, Suite 3100 
Dallas, Texas 75201 
Phone: 214.220.5201 
Facsimile: 214.220.5251 
ATTORNEYS FOR LENNIE F. BOLLINGER 
AND WORMINGTON & BOLLINGER 

DEFENDANTS' AMENDED SUPPLEM~NT TO THEIR MOTION FOR AN ORDER DETERMINING PLAINTIFF DARLENE AMRHEIN 
TO BE A VEXATIOUS LITIGANT AND ~QUESTING SECURITY - Page 2 
176724 i 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that affi' e and correct copy of the above and foregoing instrument has been 
forwarded to Darlene Amrh in, prose, by via electronic service through FileTime, e-mail, and 
priority mail on March 29, 2. 18. 

Darlene Amrhein 
112 Winsley Circle 
McKinney, Texas 75071 
Winsleyl 12@yahoo.com 

Isl Carrie Johnson Phaneuf 
CARRIE PHANEUF 

DEFENDANTS' AMENDED SUPPLEMl'T TO THEIR MOTION FOR AN ORDER DETERMINING PLAINTIFF DARLENE AMRHEIN 
TO BE A VEXATIOUS LITIGANT AND ,._,~QUESTING SECURITY - Page 3 
1%U4 ' 
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CAUSE NO. 006-02654-2017 

DARLENE C. AMRHEIN, ct al, 

Plaintiffs, 

COUNTY COURT AT LAW 

N0.6 

V. [Hon. Jay Bender] 

ATTORNEY LENNIE F. BOLLINGER, AND 
WORMINTON & BOLLIN PER LA w FIRM, 

Defendants. COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

AMENDEDIAFFIDAVIT OF CARRIE JOHNSON PHANEUF 

STATE OF TEXAS 
DALLAS COUNTY 

' 

Before me, the undisigned notary, on this day personally appeared Carrie Johnson 
Phaneuf, the affiant, who, beipg by me duly sworn, on oath testified as follows: 

1. "My name is ¢:;arrie Johnson Phaneuf. I am over 18 years of age, of sound mind, 
and capable of making this affidavit. The facts stated herein are within my personal knowledge 

I 

and are true and correct. 

2. This affidavit! is filed in connection with Defendants Lennie F. Bollinger and 
I 

Wormington Law Group~ PLLC d/b/a Wormington and Bollinger's (incorrectly named as 
"Wormington & Bolling~r Law Firm") ("Defendants") pending request for Plaintiff to post 
security in connection wi(th the relief requested pursuant to their Motion to Declare Plaintiff 
Darlene C. Amrhein a Ve~atious Litigant and Requesting Security. 

I 

3. I am an atlOrifY duly licensed to practice law in the State of Texas since 1998. I 
have 19 years of experier,.ce in the practice of litigation. I practice law as a member of Cobb 
Martinez Woodward PLrJC, 1700 Pacific Ave., Suite 3100, Dallas, Texas 75201. 

4. Defendants ~ennie F. Bollinger and Wormington Law Group, PLLC d/b/a 
Wormington and Bolling r retained Cobb Martinez Woodward PLLC to represent them in this 
lawsuit. I am lead counse of record for Defendants in the case. I have participated in and have 
personal knowledge of t~s case and the work performed in the representation of Defendants. 
I also have personal knowledge of the work that will be required to defend this case in the 
event it proceeds to trial. ! 

5. From Novem*er 2, 2017, to March 28, 2018, Defendants incurred $54,768.88 in 
I 
i 

Amended Affidavit of Carrie JohnLn Phaneuf - page I 
176701 I 
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! 
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attorneys' fees and expens' sin defending this lawsuit (see Exhibit J-1 - billing statements). In 
addition, it is anticipated hat another 20 hours of attorney time will be necessary to prepare 
for the hearing on the Mot on, for a total of approximately $5,200.00. Thus, the total amount 
offees incurred in defen e of this case through a hearing on the vexatious litigant motion, 
plus expenses will be pproximately $59,968.88. This total amount does not include 
secretarial time, overhea expenses, printing, scanning, LexisNexis or other legal research 
database expenses. 

6. I am familiar v.jith legal services Cobb Martinez Woodward PLLC has rendered for 
Defendants in this case, '1fld certify that the legal services rendered were reasonable and 
necessary legal services iq the defense of the case. The issues involved in this case required 
Cobb Martinez Woodwari:PLLC to defend this case by, among other things: (1) investigating 
the claims, (2) researchin and analyzing legal issues, (3) drafting pleadings, ( 4) consulting 
with Defendants, (5) en aging in dispositive motion practice, including researching and 
preparing a motion to d dare plaintiff a vexatious litigant and requesting security under 
Chapter 11 of the TEXAS tjIVIL PRACTICE AND REMEDIES CODE, and a Motion to Dismiss under 
Rule 91 a of the Texas Rults of Civil Procedure, ( 6) studying the pleadings, motion papers, and 
briefing filed by the plaint ff, (7) conducting legal research regarding Chapter 11 of the TEXAS 
CIVIL PRACTICE AND RE~DIES CODE and related case law, (8) preparing for and conducting 
the hearing on the Motiqn to Declare Plaintiff a Vexatious Litigant, and (9) taking other 
necessary actions to perfopn legal services properly. More detailed descriptions of that work 
are reflected in Exhibit A,!our firm's billing statements. 

7. The Cobb Ma~inez Woodward PLLC attorneys that have rendered services on this 
matter include myself, Jeµnifer Smiley (Associate, licensed since 2015), and Virginia Cox 
(Associate, licensed sincel2017). Our attorneys' work is billed and paid for by Defendants at 
the following hourly ratesf Phaneuf - $260.0; Smiley, Cox - $195.00. I am familiar with the 
rates charged by litigationlcounsel in the Dallas, Texas market. In my opinion, the hourly rates 

I 

charged by Cobb Martinei Woodward for the work of these attorneys is well within the typical 
range in the market and t~t those rates are reasonable. 

i 

8. Cobb Martinet Woodward PLLC's invoices, which have been redacted only as 
necessary to preserve atjtomey-client privileged matters, and which set forth the work 
performed in detail, are ai:tached hereto as Exhibit J-1 and incorporated herein by reference. 
Those billing statements · fleet a contemporaneous record of who performed the services, at 
what hourly rate, when t services were performed, and how much time the work required. 
These billing statements have been presented to Defendants for payment. The billing 
statements are kept by Co b Martinez Woodward PLLC in the regular course of business, and 
I am a custodian of those records. The information contained in the records was prepared in 
the regular course of busf· ess by employees of Cobb Martinez Woodward PLLC, who have 
personal knowledge of th information recorded therein. The records were made at or near the 
time or reasonably soon er the time that the services were provided. The records are exact 
duplicates of the original , with the exception of minor redactions to protect attorney-client 
privilege. • 

I 

9. If this case pr9gresses to trial, based on the voluminous pleadings already filed by 
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Plaintiff in this case, in 4ddition to examples of filings by Plaintiff in other cases she has 
litigated, Defendants antkipate they will be required to make an additional substantial 
investment of attorney tirtie and resources. Discovery will include at least four fact witness 
depositions; and, based ipon the allegations, experts will be needed in the area of legal 
malpractice. At this poin/t, a trial of 3-4 days would be a conservative estimate. From my 
experience, attorney fees ~d expenses will exceed $100,000.00 beyond the amount already 
expended. 

10. In my opinion,lthe fees and costs incurred by Defendants for defense of this matter, 
and that will be incurred) through the date of the hearing in the amount of $59,968.88 are 
reasonable and necessary.I In reaching my opinions on attorneys' fees in this case, I took into 
account the following factors as prescribed by Rule 1.04 of the Texas Rules of Professional 
Conduct: ' 

a. the time and labor! required, the novelty and difficulty of the questions involved, and 
the skill required t? perform the legal service properly; 

b. the likelihood tha~ the acceptance of the particular employment will preclude other 
employment; 

c. the fee customaril)t' charged in the locality for similar legal services; 

d. the amount involv¢d and the results obtained; 

e. the time limitation~ imposed by the client or by the circumstances; 
'1 

f. the nature and len~ of the professional relationship with the client; 

' 

g. the experience, repµtation, and ability of the lawyer or lawyers performing the services; 
and , 

h. whether the fee is ifixed or contingent on results obtained or uncertainty of collection 
before the legal sdvices have been rendered. 

I 

See Arthur Anderson & Co. v.
1

Perry Equipment Corp., 945 S.W.2d 812,818 (Tex. 1997). 

11. In addition, sh~uld there be any proceeding in any court, state or federal, directly 
or indirectly appealing o~attacking the judgment rendered in this cause, Cobb Martinez 
Woodward PLLC may re onably be expected to perform further legal services on behalf of 
Defendants, including but not limited to research of law applicable to the legal bases for such 
proceedings, preparation f pleadings, briefs, and court exhibits for use in such proceedings, 
and preparation for and ajpearances at such proceedings. Additional conditional reasonable 
attorneys' fees for proceeqings appealing or attacking the judgment would be as follows: 

! 
I 

(A) In the event of fm appeal to the Court of Appeals is made, the sum of$29,900. This 
would includ!anticipated review and analysis of the record on appeal, legal 
research, revie and analysis of an appellant's brief, preparation of an appellee's 
brief, review d analysis of an appellant's reply brief, communication with other 
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!B) 

(C) 

{C} 

I 

cQmiseL prcplation aud review of ml'.ltions, dockeling staten1ent, re-,eord requests 
and the like, ,repriretion and pn~sc.ntation of om) argument, and preparation of 
tnot. inns 01· r<: :ponscs to mo lions for rehearing. This estimate is based on ll 

projection of 115 hours nf aHorm:y time al $260 per hour. 
I 

ln the c.~. ".·en.ta ~{,·.tit •. ion for R.· .. cv.iew i .. s i.1 .. ie."d to. the Tcx •. 15.· .S11.pre·n ... 1d ... '.ou1t., n,. a. r. e. spon ... St:."' 
to u Petition fir Review, the sum of $9,750. This estimate is based on a pnutx:tion 
nf37.5 hours cf attorney Lim,: at 5260 per hour. 

fn the further ~vim of full merits briefing being reque$ted by the Texas Supreme 
Court, the furt! er sum of$ l 3 ,000 .. This estimate is based on a pro_jex,tfon of 50 hours 
of aUomey tin e at $260 per hour. 

In the- event a 1etition for Revi.:w is granted by the Supreme Court of Texas, the 
further sum o' $11.700. This estimate is based on a pmjection of 45 hours of 
attorney time loc:1ted nmong Phaneuf and an nppdlate partner such that their 
blem.ied mlc ls $260 per ho1..ir. 

12. Based on the $5~1,968.88 i cttrred for defon.'>e of lhi-: ma11er anticipated through the date nf the 
bearing, in addition tu ih $100,000 in Ices and expenses thal. Dcfondants anticipate will be 
1:ncurred through a trial n ' this matter, Dcfond,mls request the Court enter an order requiting 
Plaintiff to fomish :lt>Curi y for the benefit of Defondants in the m:notmt of $160iotHl.OO in 
accordance ,vith Texas Ci·il Practice & Remedies Code§ l 1.0055_ 

Lt The amount of $160,000 00 constitutes Defendants' r.;;sasmmble expenses incurred in ot in 
co11t1ection \vith a !itigati n commenced, caused to be commenced, mPrintained, or eaused to 
be nuiinttJined bv Pfai.ntif includin..t costs andi nttorncys' foes .,., .. ' , ...., " . 

i 

This concludes tr\V t!;Stimonv j" 
. • I 

I 

SUBSCRIIU:D AND\SWORN 'IO BEFORE ME on this the dav 
20!:S., to certify which witncs1 my hand and seal '.lCofflce. :,, , •· -,, .. 
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Cqbb Martinez Woodward PLLC 
Inquiry f-ctivity Worked/Billed Report (Inception-to-Date) 

Client/Matter: 0032 Allied World Assuran~ Company/ 00043 Amrhein, Darlene v. Wormington Law Group, Lennie F. Bollinger 
I, 

Billing Attorney: CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 

~ ~ C51§b Exg. N2a-C51sh SXl2, IQm! 

Unbilled: 5~.20 11,700.50 36.03 0.00 11,736.53 

Billed (Worked): 19~.00 42,913.00 119.35 0.00 43,032.35 

Worked Totals: 24.20 54,613.50 155.38 0.00 54,768.88 

Mark Up/Down: (~.40) (1,248.00) (62.60) 0.00 (1,310.60) 

Discount: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Billed: 18~.60 41,665.00 56.75 0.00 41,721.75 

Billable: 248.20 54,613.50 155.38 0.00 54,768.88 

Non-Billable: b.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Admin: p.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Total: 24~.20 54,613.50 155.38 0.00 54,768.88 

EmRIQli!!Hl B~,u~: ~ ~ Cs1sb Exi;i, tfaa-Ca§b Exg. I.!2lal 

CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf $7.80 25,428.00 155.38 0.00 25,583.38 

JLS Jennifer L. Smiley 1*7.40 28,743.00 0.00 0.00 28,743.00 

RH Rose Hernandez 1.50 150.00 0.00 0.00 150.00 

VC Virginia Cox 1 1.50 292.50 0.00 0.00 292.50 
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Time Fees 

i 
Tkpr/Exp ActMtfl Description 

! . 

Worked Values Billed Values 

. i 
411686 11/02/2017 CJP Carne J. Phan1uf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Begin review and analysis of clie~t memo regarding facts of underlying case and strategy for responding to lawsuit 

411687 11/02/2017 CJPCarrieJ.Phan~uf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Phone conference with Lennie Btlinger regarding 

411688 11/02/2017 CJPCarrieJ.Phan uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 

. - Begin review cit petition aiii:I assei . s deactiine to ilratt and fiie aiiswer 

26.00 

411689 11/02/2017 CJPCanieJ. Phan uf 

Draft email with Michelle Morrell 

411887 11/03/2017 CJPCar.rieJ.Phan uf 

0.10 260.00 26.00 

0.10 260.00 26.00 

Review email from client regardi g pleading filed by plaintiff with vafious admissions in underlying case 

0.10 260.00 26.00 

0.10 260.00 26.00 

412969 11/06/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phan uf 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.40 260.00 104.00 

Review and analyze plalntifl's pe ·on, factual allegations, and causes of action In preparation for draftin answer as well as to 
determine · · 

412970 11/06/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phan uf 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.30 260.00 78.00 

Continue .review and ana:re cli 
I 

t memo regarding facts of case and strategy moving forward regarding 
· 3 I 

412973 11/06/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phan uf 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.30 260.00 78.00 

Review and analyze federal cou pleadings and orders in another case where plaintiff sued prose and court imposed injunction 
due to vexatious filing for suppo of possible vexatious litigant motion 

412974 11/06/2017 CJP Carlie J. Phan uf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 ·~-

Assess grounds for possible r .. 
413258 11/08/2017 CJP CarrleJ. Phan uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Review email from client regardi g Amrhein's deposition in another case 
• I 

i 

413259 11/08/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phan uf 

Phone conference with client re ardlng plan for responding to suit with 

0.50 260.00 130.00 

as well as possible , and regarding Amrhe!n's prtor deposition testimony 

413583 11/08/2017 JLSJenniferL.Smley 0.50 195.00 97.50 

Reviewed 13 page petition in pr1paration for drafting answer 

52.00 

0.10 260.00 26.00 

0.50 260.00 130.00 

0.50 195.00 97.50 

413584 11/08/2017 JLSJenniferL. Sm;ey 1.80 195.00 351.00 1.80 195.00 351.00 

Reviewed client documents, incl ding pleadings in underlying case, email correspondence between client and underlying 
plaintiff, plaintiffs 42 page mem randum to client, client's motlon to withdraw as counsel In underlying representation, client's 
memorandum to counsel 1 

I 

413594 11/09/2017 JLS Jennifer L. S 0.50 195.00 97.50 0.50 195.00 97.50 

Drafted special exceptions relat d to plaintiffs petition in preparation of drafting answer 

413595 11/09/2017 JLS Jennifer L. S 2.00 195.00 390.00 2.00 195.00 390.00 

Drafted answer including gene denial, affirmative defenses, and special exceptions related to fraud and malpractice claims 

413596 11/10/201i JLSJenniferL. S 0.50 195.00 97.50 0.50 195.00 97.50 

Reviewed plaintiff's 13 page pet' ·on for drafting answer 
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Worked Values !;lilied Values 
IQ ,Dm Tkpr/Exp cA,?,<Jc !!.!. ~· ~=1.!#.1= Q!! Rate Amlllmt Q!! Rate Amount 

413597 11/10/2017 0.50 195.00 97.50 0.50 195.00 97 .50 

413598 11/10/2017 JLS Jennifer L. Smile 4.00 195.00 780.00 2.50 195.00 487.50 

Review rules and secondary sourcts regarding drafting special exceptions related to form deficiencies 

Drafted special exceptions related o petition's claims offraud, breach of fiduciary duty, breach of contract, conspiracy, negligent 
· misrepresentation, violations of rul s of ethics and rules of civil procedure, and claim for exemplary damages 

413599 11/10/2017 JLS Jennifer L. Smil 0.30 195.00 58.50 0.30 195.00 58.50 

Reviewed elements of causes of a tion of civil conspiracy, negligent misrepresentation for special exceptions 

413600 11/10/2017 JLS Jennifer L. Smil y 1.00 195.00 195.00 1.00 195.00 195.00 

Revised 21 page answer, affirmati e defenses and special exceptions 

413751 11/13/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phane f 0.50 260.00 130.00 0.50 260.00 130.00 

Phone conference and emails wit client regarding answer and special exceptions 

• i 

413752 11/13/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Phane f 

Phone conference !Ind emru1 .. 

413753 11/13/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Phan 0.90 260.00 234.00 0.90 260.00 234.00 

Revise answer [21 pages] to petit n including special exceptions to p'laintiff's allegations citing to over 16 different cases, and 
asserting affirmative defenses 

1 

413754 11/13/2017 CJP Garrie J. Phan~f 0.80 260.00 208.00 0.80 260.00 208.00 

Continue r~l(lew of plaintiff prose'+ voluminous other court filings and oi:ders issued against her I6] · 

413801 195.00 97.50 

Reviewed issue 

413899 11/14/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phan uf 260.00 104.00 

Receipt ~nd review of documen and pleadings frqm und.erlyipg Iawsu!~ f I . 
preparation for drafting discove to Amrhein; r .. -n 

413900 11/14/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Phan uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Phone call to client to discuss d ft answer 

414204 11/15/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phantuf 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.30 260.00 78.00 

Revise answer to include special exceptions regarding allegations of civil rights and dlcrlmination violations 

414205 11/15/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Phan uf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Phoni ciliiren~~:J~~~~~eg 
rding revised answer 

1. la rding same 

414920 11/25/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phan uf 0.90 260.00 234.00 0.90 260.00 234.00 

,/ 
414921 

Review and analyze documents btained from underlying defendant David Schroeder regarding federal court injunctions against 
Amrhein to tiling suit in both the Eastern District and Northern District of Texas and analyze additional documents referenced 
therein for possible vexatious liti ant motion against Amrhein 

11/25/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Pha euf 1.00 260.00 260.00 1.00 260.00 260.00 

Review and analyze documents om client, including communications with plaintiff[10 emails, 5 pleadings/orders, and 42 page 
memo from Amrhein] from unde lying case and assess defenses Including rule 91a motion, vexatious litigant motion and 
discovery to plaintiff J 

414922 11/25/2017 CJP Carrie J. Pha euf 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.30 260.00 78.00 

Draft lengthy email to client reg rding additional documents needed from underlying case to prepare defenses, rule 91 a motion, 
vexatious lltigant motion, as we! as discovery to plaintiffs · 

415091 11/26/2017 JLSJenniferLS iley 0.10 195.00 19.50 0.10 195.00 19.50 

Responded to eman regarding laintiff's hearing 
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0 0 

Worked Values Billed Values 
m .Dm 

415122 11/27/2017 

9!ll: Rate Am!mm; 
0.40 260.00 104.00 

Qt![ &m AlilQYlll 
0.40 260.00 104.00 

Review and analyze plaintiffs moticyn to recuse judge because underlying case also pending in same court and assess response 
to same considering statutory grourds for recusal and possible motion for sanctions 

415123 11/27/2017 CJP Carrie J. PhaneQ'f 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 
I 

Review and analyze plaintiffs motibn for leave to amend petition 

415124 11/27/2017 CJPCarrieJ.PhaneJf 1.00 260.00 260.00 1.00 260.00 260.00 

Review and analyze plaintiffs 64 p$ge amended petition attempting to clarify allegations and assert new claims and assess 
special exceptions to new pleadinq as well as whether case can be removed based on new constitutional allegations 

415125 11/27/2017 CJPCarrieJ.Phane¥ 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft correspondence to Prose pl~intiff regarding fact that she improperly served Bollinger with pleadings even though she has 
notice that our firm is representin~ Bollinger 

415126 11/27/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phane~f 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.30 260.00 78.00 

Draft email and phone conferencd with client regarding new pleadings from prose plaintiff and response to same 
!' 

415127 11/27/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phantf 

· Review and assess court setting ~earing on pre-trial confernece 

0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

415099 11/27/2017 JLS Jennifer L Smi~y 0.10 195.00 19.50 0.10 195.00 19.50 

· Briefly reviewed new amended pttition 

415238 11/27/2017 JLS Jennifer L. Smiley 0.50 195.00 97.50 0.50 195.00 97.50 

Reviewed 22 pages of amended petition to assess for additional special exceptions 

415370 11/28/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phantuf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Draft communications with prosel plaintiff regarding service of answer 

415371 11/28/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phan~uf 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.40 260.00 104.00 

Assess grounds for vexatious llti~ant motion and argument as to why plaintiff has no reasonable probability .of prevailing on her 
claims 1 

415382 11/28/2017 CJPCarrieJ.Phatjeuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

~ Draft correspondence with clien~ regarding plan to confer with David Schroeder's counsel on possible joint defense 

415551 11/29/2017 CJP Carrie J. Pha~euf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Review notes by court regardinQ setting of pre trial conference 

416817 12/04/2017 CJP Carrie J. Pha~euf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Receipt and review of correspo~dence from court regarding hearing on pre trial conference and proposed order governing pre 
trial deadlines ' 

416818 12/04/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phapeuf 0.20 260,00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Receipt and review of order reg/arding recusal of judge and transfer to different court; forward to client with comment 

416819 12/04/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Phareuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Phone call to client regarding Cflse status 

417489 12/06/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Ph1neuf 0.20 260.00 52.00 020 260.00 52.00 

Draft emails with client regard,g draft responses to Request for Admissions 

417490 12/06/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Ph~neuf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Revise responses to Request fpr Admissions 
I 

418258 12/06/2017 JLS Jennifer L. tlley 1.00 195.00 195.00 1.00 195.00 195.00 

Prepared Defendants' respon 
1

es to plaintiffs request for disclosures 

418259 12/06/2017 JLS Jennifer L. ~iley 1.20 195.00 234.00 1.20 195.00 234.00 

Prepared Defendant's respon~es for request for admission 
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Worked Values Billed Values 
.IQ Date 

417495 12/07/2017 

~ Rm Am.9.Ynt ~ Rate Al!lQYlll 
0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft email to client asking for inf prmatlon needed to respond to Request for Disclosure and receive response 

417496 12/07/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Phanf
1 

uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 

Draft email to Michelle Morrell re arding i 

417500 12/07/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Phan uf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 

Revise responses to Request to Disclosure 

417501 12/07/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Phan~uf 0.30 260.00 78.00 

Review client revision·s to Requ!$t for Admissions and draft revisions in accordance with same 

417502 12/07/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Phan~uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft email with client regarding final approval for responses to Request for Admissions 

26.00 

52.00 

0.30 260.00 78.00 

0.10 260.00 26.00 

418268 12/07/2017 JLS Jennifer L. smjley 0.20 195.00 39.00 

Further revised Defendants' res9onses to Request for Admissions and Request for Disclosure 

0.20 195.00 39.00 

417811 12(11/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Phanfuf 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.30 260.00 78.00 

Draft final revisions to responseij to Request for Admissions and Request for Disclosure and fmward to plaintiff with 
correspondence 1 

417824 12/12/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Phan uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Review phone recordings 
J J . 

I 

417828 12(12/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Phanfuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft email to client regarding refponses to Request for Admissions and Request for Disclosure 

0.10 260.00 26.00 

418289 12/12/2017 JLS Jennifer L. sm,ley 2.00 195.00 390.00 

Begin drafting vexatious litigant ~otlon, including facts section and section on plaintiff's past litigations 

2.00 195.00 390.00 

I 

418290 12/12/2017 JLS Jennifer L. S iey 2.20 195.00 429.00 2.20 195.00 429.00. 

Reviewed and analyzed plaintiff' past cases for use in vexatious litigant motion 

0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 417946 12(13/2017 CJPCarrieJ.Ph euf 

Phone conference with Jerry Ja ombek, 
possible vexatious litigant motio 

, regarding plan to respond to Amrhein lawsuits and 

418070 12'14/2017 CJP Carrie J. Pha euf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft emails with client regardin hearing in Amrhein v. Schroeder case and dismissal of same 

3.00 195.00 585.00 3.00 195.00 585.00 

Attended hearing in Collin Coun regarding pre-trial conference and plea to jurisdiction in Amrhein's underlying case and Justice 
Court appeal (underlying case i this matter) at client request · 

418300 12/14/2017 JLSJenniferL.S iley 0.10 195.00 19.50 0.10 195.00 19.50 

Communicated with cilent regar ing 

418496 12'19/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Pha euf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft email with client regarding conference to discuss possible rule 91a motion to dismiss 

418703 12/20/2017 CJPCarrieJ.Pha euf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Phone conference with client to iscuss plan for Rule 91a motion to dismiss and vexatious litigant motion 

418704 12/20/2017 CJPCarrieJ.Pha euf 0.80 260.00 208.00 0.80 260.00 208.00 

Review legal authority regard!n 

418705 12/20/2017 CJP Carrie J. Pha euf 0.90 260.00 234.00 0.90 260.00 234.00 

Review and make critical assestment of possible grounds for Rule 91 a ~otlon to dismiss based on plaintiff petition 
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Worked Values Billed Values 
ID .Dem Tkpr/Exp ...,A-ct=·vi=· -=i=-=--·-o .. n .Qtl ~ Am.2Ynt · ~ Rate A!ll2Yll! 

419267 12/20/2017 2.80 195.00 546.00 2.80 195.00 546.00 

Reviewed and analyzed 30 cases tjn whether a non-attorney plaintiff can bring claims in her representative capacity of a 
deceased person or his estate in PI13paration of draftirig rule 91 a motion to dismiss on plaintiff's claims 

419268 12/20/2017 JLS Jennifer L. Smilet 2.00 195.00 390.00 2.00 195.00 390.00 

Prepared argument section on wh~her a non-attorney plaintiff can bring claims In a representative capacity of a party or his 
estate ' 

420079 12/20/2017 JLS Jennifer L. Smiley 1.00 195.00 195.00 1.00 195.00 195.00 

Prepared factual and procedural hl~tory section of Rule 91 a motion to dismiss 
I 

420080 12/20/2017 JLS Jennifer L. Smili,y 4.30 195.00 838.50 4.30 195.00 838.50 

Prepared argument section addr~sing each of plaintiffs claims and incorporating case law into analysis for Rule 91a motion to 
dismiss (19 pages) · 

420083 12/21/2017 JLSJenniferL.Smil~y 1.90 195.00 370.50 1.90 195.00 370.50 

Revised Rule 91a motion to dismi,s argument section (19 pages) 

420088 12/21/2017 JLS Jennifer L. Smilty 1.00 195.00 195.00 1.00 195.00 195.00 

Prepared/Revised argument secti~n including case law regarding plaintiffs fraud claim In Rule 91 a motion to dismiss (19 pages) 

' 420090 12/21/2017 JLS JenniferL Smil~y 2.00 195.00 390.00 2.00 195.00 390.00 

Prepared/Revised argument secti n including case !aw regarding plaintiffs breach of contract claim and impermissible fracturing 
of a legal malpractice claim in Ru 91a motion to dismiss (19 pages) 

420091 12/21/2017 JLS Jennifer L. Smil~y 2.00 195.00 390.00 2.00 195.00 390.00 

Prepared/Revised argument sectlon Including case law regarding plaintiffs discrimination and cMl rights violations claims in Rule 
91a motion to dismiss (19 pages)I 

I 

418873 12/22/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Phantuf 1.50 260.00 390.00 1.50 260.00 390.00 

Finalize Rule 91a motion to dism. s arguing for dismissal of all plaintiffs causes of action except legal malpractice on the 
Schroeder matter because claim have no basis In law or in fact 

418874 12/22/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phan~uf · 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 

Draft emails with client regardingJ rule 91 a motion for his review and regarding deadlines to set hearing and for court ruling 
according to statute 

418875 12/22/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Phan~uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 

Draft letter to prose plaintiff reg~ding rule 91a motion to dismiss 
I 

52.00 

26.00 

419242 12/27/2017 CJPCarrteJ.Phalfuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Attend to repeated efforts to obtiin hearing from court on Rule 91a motion to dismiss in accordance with statutory deadlines 

419244 12/27/2017 CJPCarrieJ.Pharieuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Assess amendments to answer ~ased on allegations in Rule 91a motion to dismiss as well as additional special exceptions to 
plaintiff amended petition 

1 

420101 12/27/2017 JLSJenniferL. Stiley 3.90 195.00 760.50 3.90 195.00 760.50 

Prepared 15 page amended an er to comport with defenses asserted in Rule 91 a motion to dismiss and addressing the 
defects in plaintiffs 64 page am nded petition . 

419344 12/28/2017 CJPCarrieJ.Pha euf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft email to client regarding 

419481 12/29/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Pha euf 

--

- -- --------
D.40 260.00 104.00 0.40 260.00 104.00 

Analysis of issues of standing $ct capacity of Prose to assert claims in representative capacity to determine affirmative defenses 
for amended answer ! 

419482 12/29/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Ph~neuf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Draft emails with client regarctirjg status of heating on rule 91 a motion to dismiss and plaintiff request for continuance due to 
alleged medical issues despitejvoluminous filing in separate case 

I 

I 
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Worked Values 
1!2 .Q!lm Tkpr/Exp · illl£ Rate Amount 

419483 12/29/2017 0. 10 260.00 26.00 

Bi11edVah-1es 
gt( Rate Amount 

0.10 260.00 26.00 

Receipt and review of plaintiff proslemail claiming need for continuance due to medical issues 

419484 12/29/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Phane 0.90 260.00 234.00 0.90 260.00 234.00 

· Draft revisions to amended answetj asserting arguments regarding standing and other defensive issues raised in rule 91 a motion 
to dismiss · 

419784 01/02/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phane~f 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Continue drafting revisions to amebded answer, special exceptions and affirmative defenses to comport with rule 91 a motion to 
dismiss • 

419785 01/02/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaner 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Receipt and review of Amrhein's n)o~lon to continue response deadline to rule 91 a despite fact that no deadline exists 

419786 01/02/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~f 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email to cllent regarding revij,ed answer, Amrhein's motion for continuance and status of hearing on rule 91 a 

419787 01/02/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~ 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Receipt and review of appeal Am~ein filed In lawsuit against USA for support of vexatious litigant motion 

420127 01/03/2018 CJP Garrie J. Phan~uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Finalize amended answer for filin~ with court 

420128 01/03/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaniuf 

Draft pleading required by court regarding earing on motion to dismiss 
I 

420129 01/03/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phan,uf 

Assess filing by plaintiff of 200 p~ge response to motion to dismiss 

0.10 260.00 

0.10 260.00 

26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

420130 01/03/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan~uf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review correspondence from co~rt regarding pre trial conference and available trial dates for scheduling order required to be 
filed in advance of hearing · 

420131 01/03/2018 CJP Ca~e J. Phanruf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email to client regarding av~lable trial dates communicated by court for pre trial conference 
I 

420435 01/04/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaffuf 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review court's communication r!gardlng available trial dates and attend to discovery and expert deadlines In preparation for 
communicating with prose plain ff regarding same as ordered by court 

420436 01/04/2018 CJP Carrie J. Pha euf 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft multiple communications 1th client regarding assessment of trial date and pre trial deadlines in preparation for court 
ordered conference as well as r garding plaintiff prose claim she has conflict with hearing on motion to dismiss 

420437 01/04/2018 CJP Carrie J. Pha euf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 

Draft correspondence with plain~ff prose regarding her alleged conflicts with hearing on motion to dismiss · 

420666 01/05/2018 CJP Ganie J. Phat,uf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Assess request from plaintiff to ove hearing on rule 91 a and options from court regarding same in light of statute that dicates 
court must rule on motion withi a certain period of time . 

420667 01/05/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phareuf 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Emails and phone conference t1th client regarding hearing on rule 91 a motion to dismiss and plaintiff's response to motion . 

420668 01/05/2018 CJP Carrie J. Ph euf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email to plaintiff Prose wi proposed order on pre trial deadlines as required by court in advance of pretrial conference and 
make inquiry regarding mediat rs as required by court 

421230 01/09/2018 CJP Carrie J. Ph _neuf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft correspondence to prose plaintiff regarding continued efforts to conference with her in advance of pre trial conferencl:l as 
required by court 

i 
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Worked Values BIiied Values 
ID Date Tkpr/ExP ~ Rate 8m.Q.lJm ~ &m .Am2!l!ll 

421697 01/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneu 0:10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email to prose plalntiffwith cohtinued effort to conference with her regarding proposed pre trial requirements as ordered by 
court In advance of pre trlal confen}nce 

421698 01/12/2018 CJP CarrleJ. Phaneyf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Receipt and review of court comm~nication regarding pre trtal conference and prepare for same by reviewing proposed trial 
dates and efforts to communicate ~ith prose plaintiff regarding same 

421699 01/12/2018 CJP Carr!eJ. Phane~f. 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email with client regarding prpductlon of underlying file materials 

422317 01/1212018 J{s JenniferL. Smil4y 1.00 195.00 195.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 

preparation of preparing chronolo y of case and status report · 
Reviewed and analyzed 107 page;' of cnent emails between Bollinger and Amrhein concerning underlying case strategy in 

422318 0111212018 JLSJenniferL.Smily 1.40 195.00 273.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared chronology of underlyin@ case based on attorney's emails to Amrhein and underlying case docket sheet 

421928 01/15/2018 CJP Came J. Phan~f 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 o.oo o.oo 
Phone call and email t~ prose plajntlff regarding continued efforts to conference with her as required by court in advance of 
hearing on pre trial conference : 

422321 01115/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smil~y 1.10 195.00 214.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Continued preparing vexatious liti~ant motion including drafting section concerning Amrhein's other prose cases as required by 
statute !' · 

422325 01/15/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smiley 2.10 195.00 409.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Reviewed and analyzed 150 pagt of client's file, including photos of Amrheln's underlying case damages, pleadings and orders 
in the underlying case, letters an notes Amrhein sent to Bollinger, and updated the chronology regarding these documents 

422327 01/15/2018 JLS Jennifer L Sm' ey 1.00 195.00 195.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared vexatious litigant motio~ argument section regarding defenses to plaintiffs causes of action 

422036 0111612018 CJP Carrie J. Phan~uf 0.70 260.00 182.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Receipt and review of prose plaithtiff motion to stay and continue case and hearing on rule 91 a motion to dismiss and plan 
response to same considering al,egations of plaintiff regarding medical issues and rules that require ruling by court in 45 days 
from ffllng of motion 1 

422037 01/16/2018 CJPCarrieJ. Pha$uf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft communications with clien~ regarding response to plaintiff request to stay and continue hearing on rule 91 a motion to 
dismiss ! · 

Phone conference with court re arding plaintiff request to continue hearing and request that matter be heard by court by 
submission to c~mply with rule eadlines . 

0.00 422038 01/16/2018 CJPCarrieJ.Ph~euf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 

422039 01/16/2018 CJP Carrie J. Ph euf 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft response in opposition to iplalntiff request to continue hearing on rule 91 a motion to dismiss and request court hear matter 
by submission to comply with r~le deadlines regarding same 

422040 01/1612018 CJP Carrie J. Phapeuf · 1.00 260.00 260.00 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 

Begin review and analysis of 2* page response from prose plaintiff to rule 91 a motion to dismiss and plan reply to same 

422329 01/16/2018 JLS Jennifer L. S~iley 3.00 195.00 585.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Continued preparing vexatious itigant motion argument section on defenses to her legal malpractice cause of action and other 
causes of action including inse ng relevant case law to support defense 

422330 01/16/2018 JLS Jennifer L. S iley 0.60 195.00 117.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Reviewed and analyzed Amrh n's 13 page notice to the court to continue the motion to dismiss hearing and prepared response 
in opposition and propsed orde 

422332 01/16/2018 JLS JenniferL. s ney 1.20 195.00 234.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 

Reviewed and analyzed 20 leg I malpractice cases for argument section of vexatious litigant motion regarding claims asserted 
when a lawyer withdraws from epresentation during litigation 
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422259 01/17/2018 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Assess status of court ruling on pl ntiff request to continue hearing on motion to dismiss 
! 

422260 01/17/2018 CJPCarrieJ.Phane4f 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 

Receipt and review of court's orde~ denying plaintiff request to continue hearing and granting defendant relief on hearing by 
submission · · 

422261 01/17/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~f 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email to Prose plaintiff regart/!ng court order on plaintiff request to continue and stay proceedings 
I 

422262 01/17/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane0' 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 

Draft email to client regarding cou~ order on plaintiff request to continue and stay proceedings 

0.00 

422263 01/17/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phanepf 0.90 260.00 234.00 0.00 0.00 

Plan for reply to response to moti1n to dismiss and draft outline for same due to court hearing motion by submission 
I 

422264 01/17/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan$f 1.50 260.00 390.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft affidavit in support of reque~t for attorneys' fees and review billing in support of same 
I 

422334 01/17/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smil~y 0.70 195.00 136.50 0.00 0.00 

Reviewed and analyzed Amrhein~ 225 page respons~ to motion to dismiss in preparation for drafting Reply to Amrhein's 
response 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

422335 01/17/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Sm;ey 3.40 195.00 663.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared Reply to Plaintiff's resp nse to motion to dismiss, including background section, argument on Plaintiff's claims in a 
representative capacity, and ar ment regarding plaintiffs use of extrinsic evidence in her Response 

422337 01/17/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Sm~y 3.10 195.00 604.50 0.00 0.00 · 0.00 

Prepared Reply to Amrheln's Re ponse to motion to dismiss under Rule 91 including asserting defenses to each of her 12 
causes of action and argument h Plaintiff failed to response with ~lllthorily to contradict each defense asserted in motion to 
dismiss (8 pages) 

422630 01/18/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan~uf 0.90 260.00 234.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft revisions to reply to respon~e to rule 91 a motion to dismiss 
I 

422631 01/18/2018 CJPCarrieJ.Phal'l9uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email with client regarding ~eply to response to motion to dismiss for his review and in response to his inquiry and regarding 
affidavit on fees '. 

422632 01/18/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phru\euf 0.50 260.00 130.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
I 

Finalize Phaneuf affidavit to support request for an award of attorneys fees for motion to disimss with billing statements in 
support • 

422338 01/18/2018 JLS Jennifer L. s1ney 0.10 195.00 136.50 o.oo o.oo 

Prepared affidavit on reasonablr attorneys fees incurred in defense of Plaintiff's baseless claims 

0.00 

422690 01/18/2018 JLS Jennifer L. s111ey 2.40 195.00 468.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared vexatious litigation mttion, including summarizing plaintiffs past cases to comply with statutory requirements, and 
argument section (30 pages) ; . 

422893 01/19/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaheuf 0.30 260.00 78.00 

Draft flnal revisions to reply to rkponse to motion to dismiss for submission to the court 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

I 

422894 01/19/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Ph!fleUf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review communication from c9urt regarding plalntifftiling of supplement and assess substance of fling 

424887 01/19/2018. JLS Jennifer L. S~iley 0.10 195.00 19.50 0.00 
I 

0.00 0.00 

Prepared legal malpractice el;ents section of vexatious litigant motion 

424894 01/19/2018 JLS Jenni~r L. S iley . 0.70 195.00 136.50 

Prepared proposed order reg ding rule 91 a motion to dismiss for Judge 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

I 
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424908 01/22/2018 0.20 195.00 39.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Briefly reviewed Amrhein's second I response to rule 91 a motion 
I 

424909 01/22/2018 JLS Jennifer L. SmilCW 1.00 195.00 195.00 0.00 0.00 

Continued drafting amended anSV'18r including DTP A exemption and affirmative defenses 

423244 01/23/2018 CJP CanieJ. Phane~f 0.50 260.00 130.00 0.00 0.00 

Review'and analyze plaintiffs iirstfsupplement [32 pages] to response to motion to dismiss with exhibits in preparation for 
drafting additional reply I 

I 

423245 01/23/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan~f 1.50 260.00 390.00 0.00 0.00 

Review and study plaintiff's volu nous second supplement with exhibits [176 pages] to defendants' motion to dismiss in 
preparation for drafting additional reply 

423246 01/23/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan~uf 0.80 260.00 208.00 0.00 0.00 

, Review and analyze plaintiff ame~ded petition to compare allegations to first and second supplement and in preparation-for 
additional reply to response to mftion to dismiss 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

423247 01/23/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan~uf 2.80 260.00 728.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft additional reply to first and iecond supplemental response by plaintiff to motion to dismiss in advance of court hearing by 
submission [15 pages] • 

423248 01/23/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phan~uf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email with client regarding ~laintiff's supplemental responses, plan to reply and proposed order filed with court 

423421 01/24/2018 CJP Ganie J. Phanfuf 0.10 260.00 26,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review and assess status of he.ring by submission on motion to dismiss 
I 

0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

llegatlons of cover up 

423594 01/25/2018 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft Request for Disclosure .to ~laintiff 

424927 01/25/2018 JLS JenniferL Sqiiley 4.30 195.00 838.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

423781 01/26/2018 CJP Carrie J. Pha euf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Drafted vexatious litigant motiol including section on Amrhein's previous lawsuits and summary of her old cases, and no 
reasonable probability of prevai ing on legal malpractice case section (33 pages) 

Draft correspondence to court garding hearing by submission on motion to dismiss and advising that court must rule on same 
by February 5 in accordance w th statute 

424312 01/30/2018 CJP Carrle J. Ph~neuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Receipt and review of order ginting motion to dismiss 

424313 01/30/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phl¥1euf . 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email to client regarding ?rder granting motion to dismiss 

424314 01/30/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phfneuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phone conference with Lanni~ Bollinger regarding order on motion to dismiss and regarding vexatious litigant motion 

424315 01/30/2018 CJP CarrleJ. Ph~neuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 o.oo 0.00 

Draft letter to prose plaintiff re~arding order on motion to dismiss 

0.00 

425216 01/30/2018 JLS Jennifer L. miley 1.60 195.00 312.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared vexatious litigant to nclude ruling after rule91a motion and changes to plaintiffs claims because rule 91a motion was 
granted, argument section on mrhein's previous litigations; and argument section that there is no reasonable probability of 
prevailing because of withdra 

424563 01/31/2018 CJPCarrieJ.P aneuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 

Review email frail) attorney i separate Amrhein litigation 
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425220 01/31/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smile 3.10 195.00 604.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Reviewed and analyzed deposition ~anscript of Amrhein in Prosperity Bank case from Oct. 2017 for use in vexatious litigant 
motion (316 pages) : 

425221 01/31/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smiley 5.60 195.00 1,092.00 o.oo 0.00 o.oo 
Continued drafting vexatious lltlgat' motion (23 pages), such as including relevant deposition sections, ari;iument regarding the 
difference between Bollinger's pet! on and Amrhein's amended petition, and argument regarding no reasonable probability of 
prevailing on legal malpractice clai (that Bollinger's actions and omissions did not cause the case to be dismissed, that 
Amrheln's actions and amended p titian was the cause of the dismissal, and that Bollinger did not fail to communicate during his 
representation) : 

425222 01/31/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smil9r 0.70 195.00 136.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Reviewed 10 vexatious litigant casps Involving professional malpractice for example of when there was no reasonable probability 
of plaintiff prevailing on legal malprctice case . . 

424869 02/01/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phanet/f 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email to clients regarding whpther plaintiff prose has responded to order of dismissal . 
. : 

425223 02/01/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smit y 2.00 195.00 390.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared affidavit of Lennie F. Bo! ingerfor support of vexatious litigant motion 

425224 02/01/2018 JLS Jennifer L Smil y 3.00 195.00 585.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Continued drafting vexatious litlg t motion (28 pages) including addition of argument establishing her 8 previous cases filed in 
the last 7 years, argument regard! g the withdrawal, how Defendants' actions were removed from final dismissal, and how the 
petition drafted by defendants wa within the jurisdictional limits of justice court 

425225 02/01/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smi{y 3.00 195.00 585.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Continued drafting vexatious litig nt motion (28' pages) argument section, such as argument on the alleged failure to conduct 
discovery, the jurisdictional limits f justice court, the alleged conflict of interest with David Schroeder, and how Amrhein 
repeatedly litigates the same cau es of action against the same defendants 

425256 02/02/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phan;uf 0.20 260.0D 52.DD D.00 D.DD D.DD 

Phone conference with client reg rding vexatious litigant motion and proof needed to support same as well as possible offer to 
plaintiff pros~ to not pursue fees she dismisses case 

425226 02/02/2018 JLS Jennifer L Smijey 1.00 195.0D 195.00 0.00 0.00 D.00 

Revised and edited vexatious litiqant motion (30 pages) 

425227 02/02/2018 JLS Jennifer L Sm ey 1.00 195.00 195,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Selected and reviewed 25 exhib" s for inclusion into vexatious litigant motion, including selecting relevant emails from 107 pages 
of emaf!s and redacting selected emails 

425228 02/02/2018 JLS Jennifer L Sm ley 1.00 195.DD 195.DO 0.00 0.00 0.00 

425229 

425230 

425231 

426263 

426268 

Prepared affidavit of Lennie Boll ger for support of vexatious litigant motion 

02/02/2018 JLS Jenniferl. Stjley 2.00 195.00 390.DO 0.00 D.OD 0.00 

Reviewed and analyzed 10 of S¢hroeder's, Amrhein's, and Court's pleadings in underlying JP and JP appeal case, for inclusion 
into vexatious litigant motion as ~xhibits and support of argument that there is no reasonable probability that Amrhein will prevail 
on legal malpractice claim I 

02/02/2018 JLS Jennifer L. S~iiey 1.20 195.00 234.0D 0.00 0.00 O.DD 

Added facts of underlying JP care and JP appeal to fact section of vexatious litigant motion 

02/02/2018 JLSJenniferLS1iiey 1.00 195.00 195.00 0.00 0.00 D.00 

Drafted argument regarding hoJr Amrhein's past cases have been declared frivolous and groundless by other courts for Inclusion 
into vexatious litigant motion j 

02/05/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phat:uf 0.10 260.00 26.DO 0.00 0.00 D.00 

Phone call to Michelle Morren r ~ 24 
02/05/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phateuf 

Draft revisions to vexatious !itilnt motion 

1.00 260.00 260.00 0.00 D.00 0.00 
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426269 02/05/2018 

Q!;)L ~ Am2Y.nt ~ Rate Ammmt 
0.90 260.00 234.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review and assess clilent docume~ts and chronology of underlying case for support for vexatious litigant motion 

426270 02/05/2018 CJP Ganie J. Phaneyt 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 

Draft email to cllent regarding und4rlying communications needed for vexatious litigant motion 

0.00 0.00 

426271 02/05/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~f 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Draft revisions to Bollinger affidavit for support of vexatious litigant motion 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

426600 02/06/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phane~f 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Phone conference with Michelle ~rrell 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

426601 02/06/2018 CJP CarrleJ. Phanerf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Emails with Lennie Bollinger regaring recent Amrhein flings and regarding settlement offer to Amrhein 

426602 02/06/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phan¥ 1.50 260.00 390.00 0.00 0.00 

Review and analyze prior Amrhe~ deposition testimony regarding prior litigations and regarding alleged mental anguish to 
support vexatious litigant motion I · 

0.00 

426603 02/06/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phan~uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email to attorney from Pros~erlty Bank lawsuit t 

0.00 

! 

426604 02/0612018 CJP Carrie J. Phan+uf 1.10 260.00 286.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Continue revisions to vexatious !ipgant motion and assess emails from underlying case-to use as evidence In support of motion 

426737 02/07/2018 CJP Carne J. Phan uf 0.20 260.00 52.00 o.oo o.oo o.oo 
Draft emails with client a 

I 

426738 02/07/2018 CJP CarrleJ. Phan~uf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 
I 

Draft settlement offer to plaintiff , 

426739 02/07/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Pha$uf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
I 

Review client email with causati~n argument and additional documents to review for vexatious litigant motion 

426740 02/07/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Pha~euf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
I 

Phone conference with cfient re~arding recent plaintiff filings and need to move fmward with vexatious litigant motion 

426741 02/07/2018 CJP Carne J. Phleuf 3.40 260.00 884.00 o.oo o.oo o.oo 
Critical review and analysis of s ven different matters plaintiff filed Prose that were disposed of against her for vexatious litigant 
motion including opinions and , ders from courts of appeal and supreme courts in federal and state courts 

426742 02/07/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaj,euf 1.00 260.00 260.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review and analysts of underlryig pleadings and emails between Bollinger and Amrhein to determine evidence in support of 
vexatious litgant motion 

1 

426743 02/07/2018 CJP Carne J. Phareut 2.00 260.00 520.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Continue drafting motion to decjlare plaintiff a vexatious litigant 

426849 02/08/2018 CJP Carrie J. Ph~neuf 1.00 260.00 · 260.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review and analyze plaintiff prrse 51 page response to order granting rule 91a motion and threat for further litigation against 
judge and defense attorneys 1 • 

. I 

426850 02/08/2018 CJP Carrie J. Ph4neuf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review and analyze plaintiff ptse request to stay proceedings due to medical condition and contemplate response to same 

426851 02/0812018 CJP Carne J. Ph+neuf 0.20 260.00 52.00 o.oo 0.00 o.oo 
Email and phone conference ~th client regarding possible response to request for stay and status of vexatious litigant motion 

I • 

426852 02/08/2018 CJP CarrieJ. P~fneuf 0.90 260.00 234.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review and analyze legal aut~ority regarding judicial admissions for vexatious litigant motion 

I 
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Worked Values Billed Values 
!12 Date Tkpr/Exp =ctl..,vc,,,i ~=e1..11,1.= ~ .B§m Am.2.Y.m ~ Em Amrumt 

426853 02/08/2018 0.80 260.00 208.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review and anlayze legal authority regarding supercedlng cause for vexatious litigant motion 

426854 02/08/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 2.40 260.00 624.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Continue drafting motion to declar~ plaintiff a vexatious litigant [30+ pages] 
I 

426855 02/08/2018 CJPCarrieJ.Phanet 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review status of plaintiff prose 5th ircuit appeal for vexatious litgiant motion 
I 

426989 02/09/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phanetk 2.00 260.00 520.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft affidavit of Lennie Bollinger t~ support motion to declare Amrhein ~ vexatlo1.1.s litigant 

426990 02/09/2018 CJP Ganie J. Phane~f 3.30 260.00 858.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft final revisions to motion to d~clare Amrhein a vexatious litigant and prepare voluminous evidence in support of motion for 
filing with court [over 350 pages to~I] 

426991 02/09/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phane~f 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft correspondence with client ntgarding his affidavit to support vexatious liltigant motion and draft of motion for his review 
I 

426992 02/09/201 B CJP Carrie J. Phanelll 0.10 260.00 . 26.00 

Draft letter to Amrhein prose reg~ing motion to declare her a vexatious litigant 

0.00 0.00 0.00 
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I 
TkpF[Exp Activity Pf scriptjon 

Worked Values Billed Values 
Qty ~ Amount Qty Rate Amount 

432956 02/09/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smil y 

Continue preparing initial status r port, · 

3.30 195.00 643.50 3.30 195.00 643.50 

p . 

427406 02/11/2018 CJPCarrieJ.Phan uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.QO 26.00 

Draft email with client regarding ~otion to declare Amrhein a vexatious litigant 

427268 

02/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan!' uf 

Phone conferences • 
hearing on same 

02/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan~uf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

0.40 260.00 104.00 0.40 260.00 104.00 427267 

1 3 dnd vexatious litgant motion and plan for 

Receipt and review of fax from A(nrhein to Collin County making threat against Judge regarding his alleged violations of ADA 

02/12/2018 CJPCarrieJ.Phan~uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Receipt and review of proposed rde~ regarding findings on vexatious litigant motion 

02/12/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phan uf 0.60 260.00 156.00 0.60 260.00 156.00 

427269 

427270 

Receipt and review of motion to ecuse tiled by Amrhein seeking recusal of judge based on alleged ADA violations 

427271 02/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Pha euf 

Phone conference with client 

0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 

aring on vexatious litigant motion 

26.00 

3/29/2018 10:56 AM 
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Worked Values Billed Values 
ID Date Tkpr/Exp Qt! Rate Amount Qt! Ram Amount 

427272 02/12/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaneu 2.00 260.00 520.00 2.00 260.00 520.00 

Draft Affidavit to support request fo plaintiff to post security in connection with vexatious litigant motion 

427273 02/12/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaneur 0.60. 260.00 156.00 0.60 260.00 156.00 

Draft supplement to vexatious litig~nt motion with affidavit on fees in support of request that plaintiff post security with respect to 
vexatious litigant motion / 

427274 02/12/2018 CJPCarrieJ.Phanel 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft pleading required by court re arding hearing on motion to declare plaintiff a vexatious litigant 

427275 02/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane 0.1 O 260.00 26.00 

0.10 260.00 26.00 

0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft letter to plaintiff prose regardirg hearing on motion to declare her a vexatious litigant 

427276 02/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneyf 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.40 260.00 104.00 

Review and analysis legal authorilt regarding recusal motion and fact that judge has to recuse or refer for hearing before any 
further proceedings and impact on !vexatious litigant motion in preparation for advising client regarding same 

427277 02/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~f 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.40 260.00 104.00 

Draft emails :with client regarding ~atus of hearing on vexatious litigant motion and filings by Amrhein indicating attempts at 
recusal and plan for responding to same 

428756 02/12/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smil y 2.20 195.00 429.00 0.00 195.00 0.00 

Continued preparing initial status rrport, in I .. I I" . !tpl&ii&LIS!I ilY id JBIS Bl !!&II I I . 

428757 02/12/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smil y 2.50 195.00 487.50 2.50 

I. I 5 3 

195.00 487.50 

Continued preparing initial status port (10 pages), ineO f p l "I I I. I 7 al 

427414 02/13/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane f 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.30 260.00 78.00 

427415 

427416 

Phone conferences with regarding new Amrhein ADA complaints and plan for responding to same in 
connection with Amrhein motion t recuse judge and plan for responding to recusal 

02/13/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phan~f 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.40 260.00 104.00 

Begin review and analyze new A rhein voluminous filings regarding ADA complaints and new amended pleadings, as well as 
her purported notices to the court f alleged wrongful conduct in preparation for drafting response to motion to recuse 

02/13/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phane~f 0.60 260.00 156.00 0.60 260.00 156.00 

Multiple phone conferences and er,ails with client regarding new Amrhein filings and motion to recuse and plan for responding to 
same : 

427417 02/13/2018 CJPCarrieJ.Phane~f 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Receipt and review of order from j~dge declining to recuse himself and referring matter to regional judge for consideration 

427418 02/13/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phan~uf 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.40 260.00 104.00 

Begin outline of response to moti~n to recuse 

' 428761 02/13/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smilj;y 2.30 195.00 448.50 2.30 195.00 448.50 

Prepared Response to A~rh~in's motion to recuse judge, including incorp~ration of legal standards regarding a recusal and 
analysis of Amrhein's reasons for her motion to recuse 

428762 02/13/2018 JLSJenniferL.Smit 1.20 195.00 234.00 1.20 195.00 234.00 

rrepared initial status report, ill trr g g gg f :a 

427598 02/14/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan uf 0.70 260.00 182.00 0.70 260.00 182.00 

Draft emails and phone conferee tegarding additional Amrhein filings, judge's 
decision to recuse, and assignm n of new judge 

427600 02/14/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Receipt and review of amended rder from judge recusing himself from case .. 

3/29/2018 10:56 AM 172gage 14 of 22 

https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?cite=945+S.W.+2d+812&fi=co_pp_sp_713_818&referencepositiontype=s
https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?cite=945+S.W.+2d+812&fi=co_pp_sp_713_818&referencepositiontype=s


Billed Values / Worked Values 
ID Date Tkpr/Exp Activity D~scription Qty &!.m &!:!.Q.Y.m 

427601 02/14/2018 CJPCarrieJ. Phaneuf' 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Qty Rate Amount 

0.10 260.00 26.00 

Receipt and review of order from regf anal judge assigning new court to hear case 

427603 02/14/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaneuf/ 0.50 260.00 130.00 0.50 260.00 130.00 

Draft emails with client regarding judpe recusal and reassignment to new court as well as plan to set hearing for vexatious litigant 
motion • 

427604 02/14/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaneuf: 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 
I 

Draft amended pleading regarding h~aring in new court on vexatious litigant motion as required by court 

427605 02/14/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaneuf/ 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Plan response to anticipated motion! by prose plaintiff to stay proceedings in new court 
I 

428765 02/14/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smiley! 3.00 195.00 585.00 3.00 195.00 585.00 

Continued preparing draft of respo;e to Amrhein's motion to recuse the judge, included argument (1) her motion is solely based 
on judge's rulings in the case; (2) s e has a history of recusing the judges in her vexatious cases; and (3) that the motion is 
groundless and brought for harass ent (11 pages) 

428766 02/14/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smile~ 0.50 195.00 97.50 0.50 195.00 97.50 

Prepared 100 pages of exhibits, incjuding Amrhein's previous motions to recuse in her other prose cases, for support of 
response to motion to recuse ! ' 

427740 02/15/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.30 260.00 78.00 

Review affidavit filed by Amrhein in I response to vexatious litigant motion 
• • ~. ,I 

02/15/2018 CJPCarrieJ.Phaneuf 1.20 260.00 312.00 1.20 260.00 427741 312.00 
I 

Review and analyze 121 page res~nse by Amrhein to vexatious litigant motion and plan for response to same 

427742 02/15/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaneur 0.50 260.00 130.00 0.50 260.00 

Review filing by Amrhein [26 page~] regarding alleged violations by court and opposing counsel 

130.00 

427743 02/15/2018 CJP Carrie} Phane~ • •·r 0.90 260.00 234.00 0.90 260.00 234.00 

Review and analyze 98 page ame~ded pleading by Amrhein and assess impact on vexatious litigant motion 

427744 02/15/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~f 0.70 260.00 182.00 0.70 260.00 182.00 

Review Amrhein lawsuits and stat s of appeals in preparation for vexatious litigant hearing and 

4277 45 02/15/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane f 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Phone conference with client regaf ding status of hearing on vexatious litigant motion and recent Amrhein filings 

428769 02/15/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smil~y 1.60 195.00 312.00 1.60 195.00 312.00 

Prepared response to plaintiff's mJtion for continuance and stay, including analysis of new.est pleadings/notices, and analysis of 
notaries that Amrhein uses to file ~er pleadings 

428770 02/15/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smil y 1.50 195.00 292.50 1.50 195.00 292.50 

428080 

428081 

Reviewed and analyzed 15 cases regarding the applicability of cases that were maintained as an appeal and 
for support of vexatious litigant motion and further analysis of 

Amrhein's previous cases in supp rt of motion 

02/16/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan;f 0.50 260.00 130.00 0.50 260.00 130.00 

Review and analyze multiple ema ls from regional judge Mary Murphy and from Amrhein regarding two week stay of the lawsuit 
in response to her demands rega ding same 

02/16/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan uf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Review and analyze court's orde regarding stay of lawsuit for two weeks 

428082 02/16/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft email to client regarding Ju ge Murphy and Amrhein correspondence and orders from court staying lawsuit for two weeks 

Review and analyze emails 
filings and positions by her 

3/29/2018 10:56 AM 
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Worked Values Billed Values 

.IQQm QD£ Rate Amount QD£ ~ Amount 

428910 

430201 

428911 

429428 

02/22/2018 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.30 260.00 78.00 

Receipt and review of Amrhein's fiin of additional objections to judge and case settings despite stay ordered by Judge Murphy; 
review client email regarding same , 

I 

02/22/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smile~ 0.20 195.00 39.00 0.20 195.00 39.00 
I 

Briefly reviewed Amrhein's objectio~ to motion to transfer (15 pages) 

02/23/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneu 78.00 

Draft email 

02/27/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneu 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Receipt and review of email from cl ent regarding voluminous filing by prose in other matter despite her claim she is too disabled 
to participate in litigation and respo d to client email 

429429 02/27/2018 CJPCarrieJ.Phaneu 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draftemai 

I 
430232 02/27/2018 JLSJenniferL.Smiley 0.10 195.00 19.50 0.10 195.00 19.50 

Briefly reviewed Amrhein's most repent pleading in Prosperity bank case 

430263 03/02/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phanef 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Receipt and review of order from Jpdge Murphy lifting abatement on March 5 and plan for hearing on vexatious litigant motion 

430658 03/04/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneyf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email with client regarding pl~n to set hearing on vexatious litigant motion given fact that abatement is lifted on March 5 
I 

431263 03/05/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane4f 0.1 O 260.00 

Receipt and review of Amrhein motion requesting another stay of proceedings 

26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

431264 03/05/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane4t 0.50 260.00 130.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft multiple emails with client re~arding new motion by Amrhein to stay proceedings and hearing set by court on continuance 

431265 03/05/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~f 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Plan argument for response to ne~ Amrhein request for postponement 

431266 03/05/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phanel)Jf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review setting by court for hearinq on continuance 

431379 03/06/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~f 1.00 260.00 260.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

431381 

433202 

Revise response to Amrhein motiqn for continuance in preparation for hearing on same set by the court 

03/06/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~f 0.30 260.00 78.00 o.oo 0.00 o.oo 

Review and assess pleadings in tiree other cases by Amrhein and whether courts have granted her stays in response to her 
requests in preparation for hearin on Amrhein motion for continuane 

03/06/2018 JLS Jenniferl. Smily 3.70 195.00 721.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared response to plaintiff's m tion for continuance, including reviewing plaintiff's unclear pleadings recently filed asking for 
continuance and attached medica documents, preparing analysis for judge of plaintiff's possibly forged notarizations (10 'pages) 

433203 03/06/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smil y 3.00 195.00 585.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Continued preparing response to otion for continuance regarding client's suggestions and inclusion of analysis of plaintiff's 
other motions for continuance in er other cases and court's denial of other motions for stay/continuance (11 pages) 

431602 03/07/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan uf 0.60 260.00 156.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Finalize response to Amrhein mo~on to continuance 
i 

Receipt and review of Amrhein's ease and desist letter to courts and attorneys 

26.00 431603 03/07/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phanluf 0.10 260.00 

431604 03/07/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phan uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Review new filing by Amrhein ma ing additional argument regarding her need for stay of case 

3/29/2018 10:56 AM I 
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Worked Vaiues Billed Values 
IQ ~ Tkpr/Exp ctivi D er· tion .Qtl£ Rm Am2Y!1! .Qtl£ Rm Am2Y!1! 

431605 03/07/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft emails with client regarding hetring on motion for continuance and Amrhein cease and desist letter 

431606 03/07/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf! 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

431607 

431617 

431618 

431619 

433253 

Prepare for hearing on motion for ~ntinuance 

03/07/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf! 
I 

0.10 260.00 

Receipt and review of court corresptndence regarding hearing on motion for continuance 

26.00 0.00 0.00 

03/08/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf1· 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.00 0.00 

Phone conference and emails I regarding hearing on motion for continuance and 
notary issue 

1 

0.00 

0.00 

03/08/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneu~ 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phone conference and emails with ilient regarding hearing on motion for continuance and proof the Amrhein had notice of same 

03/08/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaneu~ 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepare for hearing on motion for c1ntinuance and key documents for review by court and in support of argument against 
continuance : 

03/08/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smile~ 0.60 195.00 117.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared for hearing on motion for · ontinuance, including reviewing plaintiffs recent pleadings 

431744 03/09/2018 CJPCarrieJ.Phaneu 0.50 260.00 130.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepare for hearing on plaintiff moti n for continuance, · 
, and review of recent memorandum from eastern district denying plaintiffs 

requested stay in that litigation as ditional support for why court should deny plaintiff request for continuance 
• I 

431745 03/09/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneut 0.70 260.00 182.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Travel to Collin county for hearing ~n plaintiffs motion for continuance 

431746 03/09/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaneuf 0.60 260.00 156.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Attend meeting with client prior to ~earing on plaintiffs motion for continuance [no travel time included] 

431747 03/09/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneu~ 1.00 260.00 260.00 0.00 0.00 

Attend hearing on plaintiffs motion jfor continuance and argue to court in opposition of continuance [no travel time included] 
I 

0.00 

431748 03/09/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.70 260.00 182.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Return travel to Dallas from Collin J:ounty returning from hearing on plaintiff motion for continuance 
i 

431749 03/09/2018 CJPCarrieJ.Phaneyf 

Draft emails with client regarding rt,,t::O .. II § 

0.20 260.00 52.00 

433258 03/09/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smil~ 2.90 195.00 565.50 

Analyze strategy going forward in ljght of judge's refusal to grant or deny continuance 

433264 03/09/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smil 0.50 195.00 97.50 

I I 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

ff I 
0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

Reviewed and analyzed chapter 1 of Texas Civil Practice and Remedies Code (Vexatious Litigant statute) regarding impact of a 
potential stay in case 

431956 03/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. PhaneJf 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Receipt and review of another filin~ by Amrhein claiming need for stay due to rf!edical conditions and forward to client with 
comment · 

431957 03/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneif 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review email from court that Amr~ein doctor has not returned call from judge and status of; forward to client 

431958 
I 

03/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane f 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phone conference and email with 
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ID Date Tkpr/Exp "'A""ct.,.iv,..iu...o:""""'~"""""' Qw Rate Amount ~ Rate Amount 
431959 03/12/2018 0.90 260.00 234.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phone conference and emails with 

431960 03/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneu. 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phone conference and emails with ¢1ient regarding 
to determine whether Amrthein has !forged documents 

notary 

431961 03/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneu{ 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
I 

Review notary statute for requirem~nts to send Deposition on Written Questions to notary to determine whether Amrhein has 
forged documents and revise Depo~ition on Written Questions in accordance with same 

I 
433277 03/12/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smilet 0.80 195.00 156.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared Deposition on Written Qubstions to Malachi Hackett (notary public) to prove up plaintiff's forgeries of notarized 
pleadings · 

433284 03/13/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smilef 0.1 O 195.00 19.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Briefly reviewed and analyzed Plairytiff's pleadings requesting a continuance 

432001 03/13/2018 RH Rose Hemandezl 0.50 100.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Email to Sheila Lazzara at Written Peposition Service requesting DWQ/notary. 
I 

432311 03/14/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

432312 

432737 

Phone conferenc garding hearing on continuance and plan moving forward to obtain evidence to rebut plaintiff 
claim that she needs continuance 

03/14/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~ 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Plan and prepare Deposition on W ·tten Questions to medical providers of Amrhein to develop evidence that continuance of 
hearing on vexatious litigant motio not required 

03/14/2018 RH Rose Hernande~ 0.50 100.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
I 

Review email from Carrie Phaneutlrequesting additional DWQ records; sent email to Sheila Lazzara at Written Deposition 
Service requesting same. 1 

432530 03/15/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane f 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

egarding status of vexatious litigant motion and 

432531 03/15/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~f 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review draft Deposition on Writte~ Questions to Amrhein medical providers to determine revisions and for approval to send 
I 
I 

432532 03/15/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane f 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review draft Deposition on Writte Questions to Amrhein notary to determine revisions and for approval to send i-••• 

432645 03/16/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane f 

Assess whether plaintiff allegation~ 

0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

432740 03/16/2018 RH Rose Hernandef 0.50 100.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review email from Carri~ Phaneut requesting additional records DWQ; email to Sheila Lazzara at Written Deposition Service 
inquiring on status of the DWQ//n~tary. 

432827 03/19/2018 VC Virginia Cox / 1.30 195.00 253.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review of Case Law to Determin, if 

432855 03/19/2018 VC Virginia Cox 

1 

Research on 1 

0.20 195.00 39.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

433215 03/20/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phanif 0.60 260.00 156.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review client emails regarding A rhein filings in federal court case and strategy to request hearing on vexatious litigant motion 
~eder 

I 

magistrate; phone conference with client regarding same and regarding 

I 
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Worked Values Billed Values 
ID Date 

433216 03/20/2018 

~ ~ Amount 

0.50 260.00 130.00 

Qb'.. ~ Amount 
0.00 0.00 0.00 

433217 

433218 

433219 

egarding proceedings in federal court and. show cause order 
requiring Amrhein to appear; draft mail wit egarding same and regarding Amrhein 

03/20/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~' 0.90 260.00 234.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review Amrhein filings in federal c urt [42 pages total] filed in lieu of attending status conference and despite fact of alleged 
medical condition in preparation fo drafting request with state court judge for hearing on vexatious litigant motion 

03/20/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaneuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review and analyze federal court rJilings and show cause order requiring Amrhein to appear in person despite medical condition 
in preparation for drafting request t~ state court judge for hearing 

I 

03/20/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneur 1.50 260.00 390.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft motion requesting hearing on vexatious litigant motion with evidence showing trial court that federal district court has 
entered show cause order against mrhein 

433220 03/20/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaneu 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft emails with 

433450 03/21/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phane 

Phone conference and emails with 

0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 

regarding recent determination by court to move 

0.00 

forward with hearing on vexatious I tigant motion 

433452 03/21/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane f 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft emails with client regarding r cent determinations by court to move forward with vexatious litigant hearing and review court 
rulings regarding same I 

433453 03/21/2018 CJPCarrieJ.Phane4f 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
I 

Draft pleading in accordance with j~dge's instruction regarding hearing on vexatious litigant motion 

433454 03/21/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~f 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Assess supplemental pleading to ~exatious litigant motion to clarify the five prior cases by Amrhein that have been disposed 
against her to satisfy statutory req~irements to have her declared a vexatious litgiant . 

433455 03/21/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phane~ 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Assess status of whether Amrhein I has been served with notice of Deposition on Written Questions to medical providers and 
notary in preparation for hearing of, vexatious litigant motion 

434165 03/21/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smitty 1.00 195.00 195.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Evaluated procedural history of Plrintiff Amrhein's AHi and Remax appeals for use in Vexatious Litigant Motion by reviewing 
docket sheet and 10 underlying plradings from this case 

03/21/2018 JLS Jennifer L. SmilfY 1.40 195.00 273.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Reviewed and analyzed 5 cases ~nd the statute analyzing which litigations/matters qualify under the vexatious litigant statute 

434166 

434167 03/21/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smil~y 5.20 195.00 1,014.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

433731 

Prepared Reply and Supplement ~o Defendants' Motion to Declare Plaintiff a Vexatious Litigant (7 pages), including argument 
regarding the litigations that qualio/ under the statute and explaining Amrhein's past litigations · 

03/22/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan~f 1.00 260.00 260.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft revisions to supplement to v~xatious litigant motion to add new information about other lawsuits adversely decided against 
Amrhein as grounds for why she ~hould be declared vexatious litigant 

03/22/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smil~y 1.90 195.00 370.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared Reply and Supplement ta Plaintiff's Motion to Declare Plaintiff a Vexatious Litigant, including the analysis of the JP 
appeal of Amrhein v. Schroeder ! . ., 

03/22/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smilry 0.50 195.00 97.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared chart of Plaintiff's past *igations for use in vexatious litigant hearing as a visual aid for the judge 

434168 

434169 

03/23/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaniuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review communications with ' £ cease and desist letter from Amrhein 

433733 
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Billed Values 
ID. Qm Tkpr/Exp Activity otscription 

Worked Values 
Qty Bam Amount Qty Ram Amount 

0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 433734 03/23/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 

1 

Draft email with · 

433735 03/23/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review correspondence from court i all parties regarding hearing on motion to declare Amrhein a vexatious litigant 
I 

434180 03/24/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smileyi 4.70 195.00 916.50 0.00 0.00 
! 

0.00 

Continued preparing Reply and Sectnd Supplement to Plaintiffs Response to Defendants' Motion to declare Plaintiff a Vexatious 
litigant (19 pages}, including argum nt regarding repeatedly litigates the same causes of action against the same defendants; 
prepared chart of past litigations for udge as summary 

433960 03/26/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email to client regarding 

433961 03/26/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneu i 2.50 260.00 650.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft revisions to reply and supple~ent of vexatious litigant motion with additional information regarding matters determined 
adversely to Amrhein and matters sre repeatedly litigates 

433968 03/26/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneu~ 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phone conference with · 

434184 03/26/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smile~ 1.10 195.00 214.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 
I 

434142 

Prepared Reply and Second Suppl,ment to Defendants' Motion to declare plaintiff a vexatious litigant and exhibits 

03/27/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.80 260.00 208.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Receipt and review of Amrhein 63 ~age motion to quash Deposition on Written Questions to medical providers and notary and 
motion for sanctions : 

434145 03/27/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email with client regarding A~rhein motion to quash and plan for responding to same 

434355 03/27/2018 . JLS Jennifer L. Smilef 0.20 195.00 39.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

434258 

434259 

434260 

434261 

434262 

Expenses 

417697 

417219 

Reviewed and evaluated Plaintiffs Motion for Sanctions and Motion to quash in preparation of vexatious litigant hearing 
i 

03/28/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneu~ 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email with client regarding reiiew of newest Amrhein filing 
! 

03/28/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phanetjf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phone conference with Chase Bank regarding status of their response to Deposition on Written Questions for notary information 
regarding Amrhein's forgery of not*ry 

03/28/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneyf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review and analyze email from cliint with motion for fees filed by Prosperity Bank against Amrhein and evidence that Amrhein is 
able to appear at court house for fi[ings 

03/28/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phanel)f 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email to claims professions rtgardin and status of vexatious 
litigant hearing , 

03/28/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~f 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 

Plan and prepare for hearing on v xatious litigant motion including review of affidavit on fees and need to supplement same, key 
cases for judge review, and other emonstrative materials for court 

! Totals: 248.20 54,613.50 189.60 41,665.00 

I 

11/13/2017 E112 I 6.80 1.00 6.80 6.80 1.00 6.80 

Online research via Pacer for cou~ docket report and documents. 
i 

11/15/2017 E112 i 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 

Filetime fee - Defendants Lennie~- Bollinger and Wormington & Bollinger's Original Answer (EFILETX 20741829) 

3.33 

i 
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i Worked Values Billed Values 
.!.Q Date T!snrlExn Activity ~escription .Qty Rste AmQYDt .Qty &m Amouat 

421527 12/12/2017 E112 5.60 1.00 5.60 0.00 1.00 0.00 
I 

Online research via Pacer for court ~ocket report and documents. 
I 

418981 12/22/2017 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Court fees - Defendants Rule 91 a ~otion to Dismiss (EFILETX21463933) 
' 

420013 01/03/2018 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 3.33 
i 

Court fees - Defendants' First Amefded Answer (EFILETX21575373) 

420015 01/03/2018 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Court fees - Notice of Hearing (EFl~ETX21569703) 

421176 01/05/2018 E112 3_33· 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Court fees - CJP Vacation Letter (~FILETX21636232) 

427062 01/15/2018 E106 ! 
2.90 1.00 2.90 0.00 1.00 0.00 

Online research via Pacer for court! docket report and documents. 
I 

422476 01/18/2018 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Court fees - Affidavit of Carrie Johrison Phaneuf on Attorney's Fees and Costs in Support of Defendant's Motion to Dismiss 
(EFI LETX21894492) I 

425093 01/19/2018 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Court fees - Defendants Reply to ~laintiffs Response to Motion to Dismiss (EFILETX21931380) 

425135 01/22/2018 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Court fees - Proposed Order on 911a Motion to Dismiss (EFILETX21981471) 

425141 01/23/2018 E112 ' 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Court fees - Defendants Further Rf ply to Plaintiffs Supplemental Filings in Response to Defendants Motion to Dismiss Under 
Rule 91a (EFILETX22011469) • 

427061 01/24/2018 E106 13.80 1.00 13.80 0.00 1.00 0.00 

Online research via Pacer for court docket report and documents. 

428284 01/25/2018 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Filetime Defendent's Request for ~isclosure to Plaintiff. (#22061823) 
i 

432798 02/09/2018 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Court fees - Filing of Defendants ~otion for an Order (Exhibits A to G-2) ( #22437092) 

432828 02/09/2018 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Court fees - Defendants Motion fo~ an Order [SECOND PART] (Continuation of Submission Identification 22437092 due to size 
limitations per Brenda at the clerk'~ office) e-filed 2018-02-09 (ETXFILE22437453) 

432820 02/12/2018 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Court fees - E-Filing Defendants ~otice of Hearing for Defendants Motion for an Oder Determining Plaintiff Darlene Amrhein to 
Be A Vexatious Litigant and RequFsting Security e-filed 2018-02-15 (EFILETX22467154) 

432822 02/12/2018 E112 i 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Court fees - Defendants Supplembnt to Their Motion for an Order Determining Plaintiff Darlene Amrhein to Be A Vexatious 
Litigant and Requesting Security, le-filed 2018-02-15 (EFILETX22466894) 

432802 02/14/2018 E112 1 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 3.33 
i 

Court fees - Filing of First Amendtd Notice of Hearing for Defendant's Motion. (#22532123) 

431832 02/15/2018 E106 i 34.20 1.00 34.20 0.00 1.00 0.00 

Online research via Pacer for cof docket report and documents. 

431829 02/19/2018 E106 ! 6.10 1.00 6.10 0.00 1.00 0.00 

Online ,esea,ch v;a Paoe<fo, oo1rt docket ,eport and do'"ments. 
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ID Date 

432784 03/07/2018 

Worked Values 
.Qtl£ Rate Am2!m! 
3.33 1.00 3.33 

Billed Values 
.Qti£ ~ Amount 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

Court fees - Filing of Defendants R ponse in Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion to Compel (EFILETX22993662} 

431889 03/12/2018 E110 32.70 1.00 

Travel to Collin County Courthouse ~or Hearing. 

Totals: 155.38 

Report Totals: 

3/29/2018 10:56 AM 

32.70 

155.38 

54,768.88 

0.00 

56.75 

0.00 0.00 

56.75 

41,721.75 
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·qAUSE NO. 006-02654-2017 

i 

COUNTY COURT AT LAW, NO. 6, 
i 

¢0LLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

DARLtNE C. AMRHEIN, et al, Plaintiff 

V. 

ATTORNEY LE~NIE F. BOLLINGER &WORMINTON & 
BOLLJNGER LAW FIRM, Defendants, · 

I 

PLAINTIF 'S RESPONSES. & OBJECTIONS TO 
DEFENDANTS' PLY TO PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSE AND . 

SECOND SUPPLE ENT TO THEIR MOTION FOR AN ORDER 
DETERM.ING PL INTIFF DARLENE AMRHEIN " TO BE A 

VEXATIOUS LI IGANT AND RE UESTING SECURITY 

.(PLAINTIFFtS SECQN-D SUPPLEMENT REVISED) 

I 

. Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein, ~laintiff 

. 112 Winsley Cir(:le. 

McKi~ri-ey, TX. 75071 
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CAUSE NO. 006-02654-2017 

COUNTY COURT AT LAW,. NO. 6, 
' 

1 COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

DAJ}LENE C. AMRHEIN, et al, Plaintiff 

V. 

ATTORNEY LENNIE ~. BOLLINGER &WORMINTON & BOLLING~R LAW 
FIRM, Defendants, 

PLAINTIFF'S RESPO SES & OBJECTIONS TO DEFENDANTS' REPLY TO 
PLAINTIFF'S RESPON E AND SECOND SUPPLEMENT TO THEIR MOTION 
FOR AN ORDER DET RMING PLAINTIFF DARLENE AMRHEIN" TO BE A 

VEXATIOUS LITIGANT AND RE UESTING SECURITY 

(PLAINTI F'S SECOND SUPPLEMENT REVISED) 

Comes Now, PlaintiffJ Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein to file Plaintiffs Responses & 
i 
I • 

Objections To Defendants 1rleply To Plaintiffs Responses And Second Supplement To 

Their Motion For An Ordef Determining Plaintiff Darlene Amrhein "to Be A Vexatious 
' 

Litigant And Requesting stcurity as follows: · •. ,. . • ..... • .. 

1) PlaintiffDarle!}e Amrhiin Objects to the ongoing continuance harassments by 

Defendants' Attorneys sinqe Dec. 26, 2017 as multiple complaints have been filed with 

this Court with no resoluti~ns; 

2) Plaintiff Darlene C. Bal~streri-Amrhein aka Darlene Amrhein has filed a response to 

these Defendants' crazy fa~se accusatio~s in the past, but it appears that English might 
I 

not be their first language 1r they are having trouble computing the true facts as stated; 

3) Defendants AttQrneys h~ve made multiple false statements with knowledge & intent 

to mislead .this Court, to ch~ge facts, to extort money out of Plaintiff any way they can; 

4) Defendants Attorneys ~ant Plaintiff to pay for "legal malpractice & corruption" to 

/. 
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ct 
I 
I 
I 

0 

distract, rather then to fabri~ate any defense for Defendants, as it's gross & negligence; 

S) It appears that Attorney /came Johnson Phaneuf has no problem with "Obstructing 
I 

Justice" & committing "Fraµd Upon Courts'.' as a Texas licensed Attorney & her gang; 
I 

6) Truth &_ facts speak for ~emselves as Attorney Phaneuf uses old false outdated 

information for her points ttj try to extort money out of Plaintiff, who has no money; ·· 

7) Attorney Phaneuf uses ~arassment, intimidation, threats, falsities to try to win on be 
I 

corrupt Defendants as_Attofneys to further culture of corruption, cover up & frauds, 

while taking advantage of ii~, senior, disable Plaintiff needing two surgeries is very cold; · 
i 

8) Plaintiff has copied Def1ndants Attorneys cases as their points again, since they did 

not understand the first timtj on their "false vexatious litigant charges" to shut Plaintiff 
I 

down to get her clients off fyom breaking rules & laws as they corrupt & commit crimes; 

9) Plaintiff makes this last ~ttempt to state the facts in all Defendants Attorney references 

as they falsely stated in theit last court document filing; 

10) Plaintiff believes the wbrds used as frivolous lawsuits against the same litigants for 
! 

the same issues as Defendarhs Attorneys falsely claim more that 5 times in 7 years; 

DEFENDANTS & THEIR TTORNEYS FALSE CLAIMS ON PLAINTIFF'S SUITS: 

1. Balistreri-Amrhein v. No. 05-09-01377-CV Dallas Court of A eals' 

Fraudulent home inspect,r prior to purchase of home & paid $505.00. A.HI & Aaron. 

Miller caught committing ~aud, not reporting home defects, so sued & then he filed• 
' 

Bankruptcy to escape laws~it & today is continuing his same business practices as a 
I 

Texas Licensed Inspector.·~ & Miller were not a separate lawsuit from the Winsley 
I ' 

Riecherts' Home L_awsuit, tjut was separated from Home laws_µit by Judge Roach 
! 

inaccurate rulings, unreportfd filed Bankruptcy & Judge Roach signing Orders with 

wrong year & dates. Judge r~ach refused & removed evidence by his judicial abuse of 

power & trying to sign ord9rs outside of plenary.power. Plaintiff is the one that reported 

his Chapter 7 Bankruptcy t+ the Courts, it was a~ invalid Appeal that could not continue 

for any reason & so no doc*ments were filed & dismissal was mandatory due to federal 
I . 

I 
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' 

Bankruptcy & serious error, by Judge Roach. During lawsuit Judge Roach tampered with 

evidence like Collin Coun~ Probate Order on incompetent & incapacitated Balistreri as a 
signer to house contract as 'finvalid contract" to avoid destruction of this invalid sale. 

I . 

There was a "conflict of intf rest" with Judge Roach as friends with owner of Re Max 

Realty in this home sale, b~t refused recusal three times. Judge Roach denied all legal 
I 
I 

representation to Balistreri,lclaimed no standing after payment of $125,000.00, hide 

Probate Court Order. Whe~ Balistreri filed Bankruptcy Judge Roach removed Balistreri 
I 

assets from lawsuit, in a se~arate number to hide from Bankruptcy Trustee, which is a 
I 

federal offense. This house I contract was never valid from start & if not for Collin 
' 

Country & Judge Roach's 1onspiracy for campaign contributions & favors with 

Defendants' Attorneys, thi~ lawsuit would have been heard in less than one hour. "No 

adverse affects upon Plaintfffs" as falsely claimed by Wormington & Bollinger, et al ., 
I 

Defendants' Attorneys for tnore "corruption to mislead, obstruct justice & commit "fraud 

upon the Court." 
I 

(Not frivolous, meant to h ass, no duplicate, not meritless lawsuit & original issues & 

parties & "no vexatious Ii i ant here as totall false" !); 

2. Balistreri-Amrhein v. emax Riechert et al. No. 05-10-01347-CV Dallas Court 

of Appeals-Re Max Real, , Riecherts (sellers), et al was not a valid Appeal, because 
I 

' 

Judge Roach bragged & clfimed making money for his Court Reporters by phony errors 

to Appeal, which is called ~aud. Judge Roach's court took $1,000 from Plaintiffs & 
i 

delivered blank pages of evidence to affect & prevent Appeal. Judge Roach removed 

court filed evidence & Pro~ate Court Orders to prevent testimony on invalid house sales' 
I ' 

contract swindle, denied le~al representation & destruction of interest on $125,000.00 
i 

investment by falsely claititing "no standing," denied non-disclosure & invalid contract 
I 

breached for $560,000.00 fith more than $200,000.00 in damages undisclosed. 

This lawsuit is still pendin~ in Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals & on its way to U.S. 

Supreme Court, because "J\ppeal Court is a named Defendant" in the lawsuit, as judging 
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themselves knowing a "con~ict of interest" with the same justices for benefit of the ex-
1 

employee federal Judge M~ant to hide all his judicial abuses, corruption, conspiracy 

with perjury to the United S*1tes Congress requiring impeachment. United States 
I 

Department of Justice advis~d Plaintiff on Obstruction of Justice & Fraud Upon Courts 
I 

which resulted in "no servicf of process" to all named Defendants in this lawsuit, because 

of"conflict of interest" withlmore than 20 Defendants & he refused recusal motion. So 
I 

no judgment yet to date as ~riefwas finished about November, 2017. 
I • 

Texas Supreme Court does ~ot like to hear the dirty secret acts of lower Courts, so took 4 
I • 

years to find no reason to expuse themselves, which is not an adverse affect upon Plaintiff 
I 

as no hearings, no evidence ~xamined, missing in action to_ conspire & cover up all Collin 
I 

County & Dallas County viqlations oflaws & frauds under First Regional Administrator, 
I 

Corrupt Judge John Ovard. texas Supreme Court knows awhat isjudicial abuses. 
I 

(Not a frivolous case, not m~ant for harassment or delays, frauds committed, multiple 
discriminations & "no vex tious liti ant here as totall false" !) 

eals 
eals 

Fraudulent home inspector prior to purchase of home & paid $505.00. AHi & Aaron 

Miller caught committing ~aud, not reporting home defects, so sued & then he filed 

Bankruptcy to escape lawsJit & today is continuing his same business practices as a 
I 

I 

Texas Licensed Inspector. ,r..HI & Miller were not a separate lawsuit from the Winsley 
I 

Riecherts' Home Lawsuit, ~ut was separated from Home lawsuit by Judge Roach 

inaccurate rulings, unreported filed Bankruptcy & Judge Roach signing Orders with 
I • 

wrong year & dates. Judge ~oach refused & removed evidence by his judicial abuse of 
• I • 

power & trying to sign ord~rs outside of plenary power. Plaintiff is the one that reported 

his Chapter 7 Bankrupt~y tf the Courts, it was an invalid Appeal that could not continue 

for any reason & so no docrments were filed & dismissal was mandatory due to federal 

Bankruptcy & serious erroq; by Judge Roach. During lawsuit Judge Roach tampered with 
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evidence like C.ollin County ~robate Order on incompetent & incapacitated Balistreri as a 

signer to house contract as "~valid contract" to avoid destruction of this invalid sale. 
! 

There was a "conflict of intetest" with Judge Roach as friends with owner of Re Max 
I 

Realty in this home sale, butlrefused recusal three times. Judge Roach denied all legal 
I 

representation to Balistreri, qlaimed "no standing" after payment of $125,000.00 & hide 
i . 

Probate Court Order to prev¢nt that Courts approval or decline of purchase of home. 

When Balistreri filed B~ptcy Judge Roach removed Balistreri assets from lawsuit, in 
i . 

a separate number to hide fr?m Bankruptcy Trustee, which is a federal offense. This 
! 

house contract was neyer vahd from start. If not for Collin Country Court & "Judge 
I 

Roach's conspiracy for cam~aign contributions & favors with Defendants' Attorneys," 

this lawsuit would have bee~ heard in less than one hour. ''No adverse affects upon 

Plaintiffs,"~ falsely claime~ by Wormington & Bollinger Defendants' Attorneys for 
I 

more "corruption to mislead~ Obstruct Justice & commit "Fraud Upon Court." 

(Not frivolous, not meant t~ harass or delay, not a duplicate suit, not meritless lawsuit, 
! 

original issues & parties, so )"no vexatious litigant here as totally false," trying to count 
I 
! 

a same case twice & why p~y court costs on invalid Appeal with serious frauds & defects 

with no valid final Texas O ders, as lawsuit is moved to United States Federal Court.) 

4. Amrhein v. Riechert e al U.S. District Court for Northern District of Texas· 

No final Texas Orders in th,s original Texas lawsuit, so on about September 12, 2012 this 

is moved to U.S. Northern !pistricrCourt, Dallas, TX. Judge Joe Fish presiding & 

Magistrate Renee Toliver 1ith no singed permission as magistrate. No hearings, no 

examination of nay Witness¢s, no fact witness testimony, no civil process, all Plaintiffs 
! 

motions are denied, discrim · nations & violations·& refusal of medical & surgeries, 

"conflict of interest" as Ma istrate Toliver is ex-employee of Texas & Attomey Generals 

Office, as just two of many Defendants, who participated in "Obstruction of Justice" & 

"Fraud Upon Courts;" 

Magistrate Toliver falsely tjlaimed RICO is for Unions only l$i, other false statements 
I 

! 
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about this real estate & la'i's. Claimed breached undisclosed home sale contract with an 

invalid contract by signed fOntract without Probate Court Approval & more than $33,000 

of undisclosed damages & lno valid deed is just "buyers' remorse." Magistrate Toliver 
. ! 

took false filed statements by Attorneys only, who weren't present & signed on to get 
! . . 

their clients off until years !later with no evidence & no proof. No proper jurisdiction is 
. ' 

established. Judge Fish go~s along with false recommendations & false Order signed to 
i 

dismiss & declare Plaintif~ as "vexatious litigan~s" with no hearing, no right to address 
! 

the Court on false Order &i only 2 lawsuits in 7 years. 
! • 

Plaintiff was info~ed to a~k for permission to· file ·in any United States ·court from this 
i 

court, but when I did there ~as no reply, no reported vexatious litigant & no picture as 

vexatious litigant as other 4ourts tried to locate, so this was all frauds to silen~e Plaintiff, 
I 
I 

Obstruct Justice & cornmitl"Frauds Upon Courts" with serious Judicial Abuses, cover up, 
i 

conspiracy, collusion, coa-+ption by Judicial frauds against judicial machinery of this 

judicial system. 

("No vexatious litigant here as totally false" & judicial abuses, errors, mistakes, 
I 

conspiracy, cover up, collu~ion, corruption, "conflict of interest" & "no due process," as 

all Plaintiffs' Constitution~ Rights are violated by this corrupted judiciary, which is out 

of Plaintiffs control on the~r own lack of judicial ethics, no reflection on case facts, laws 
I 

i 

& evidence that is the basi~ of this lawsuit.) (Another false claim by W& B Attorneys.) 
I 

Plaintiffs' Appeal & find o~t court record was withheld by Magistrate Toliver to prevent 

briefing & complained to dourt of Appeals to redo briefing for Court references, but 
I • 

I . 

denied. Still no Probate Coµrt approval for Plaintiff Balistreri as required under 

guardianship, which is valif for two years after death. Plaintiff Balistreri died on 

September 24, 2013 & it is !ignored by the .Court of Appeals, no evidence ex~mined in · 

Appeal. Why????? To cov~r up for offendlhg lower courts as no Attorneys kick back. 
I 

Court of Appeals dismisse~ because of no court record referenced as refused & hidden by 

Magistrate Toliver & Judg, Fish. The Justices hearing Appeal had "conflict of interest 
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with multiple Defendants / IAppellees. Example: years of employment with ~efendants as 

ex-employees deciding the!outcome of their friends & longtime colleagues; (20 years) 
I 

Plaintiff filed misconduct ~omplaints on secret Justices. that should have by the rules 

recused themselves & did 101, so misconduc~ is hidden & claims the U.S. Supreme Court 

has no jurisdiction.over thtjm & how' they do business in th~ir courts. Judicial abuses ! 
i 

Plaintiff files in United States Supreme Court for Writ of Certiorari & it is stopped by ex
i 

employee clerk from Court! of Appeals to prev.ent examination & acceptance. The file 
I • 

was returned & then a falsq Order is claimed & not sent to Plaintiff Petitioner until 6 
I 
I . 

months late that was two li~es prepared by offending clerk with no knowledge of Court 

of Appeals & Chief Judge ~oberts. ("Obstruction ofJustice & Fraud Upon Court") 
I 

The Collin County Probate!Court O.rder is 2 years enforce, never considered, never 

approved as still within 2 y~ar time period following Dad's death. Undisclosed failing 
.i . 

foundation update reportedlwas how the fake court Order was discovered 6 months late. 
I 

So Plaintiff contacts the utjited States Department of Justice with all of the above & is 

apvised to refile in the Uni~d States Eastern District Court for fairness, justice &.suit 
i . 

before this statute of limita~ions ends, so this is done about February 26, 2016 at the 
I 

Plano Court house as recoJlmended for fairness, due process & Justice. 
I • 

' 

Plaintiff follows the instruc~ions of United States Department of Justice, presents 
! 

complaint, prepared summ~ns & certificate of service with disinterested party. 
I 

Plaintiff files Affidavit of !~ability to pay & it is granted by Magistrate Christine Nowak, 
I 

who received her position 4ue to Judge Amos Mazzant advancement through a deal made 
I 

between President Obama t Senator John Cornyn & false ·statements I perjury to Senator 

Chuck Grassly before Judi9iary Committee for his judgeship ·advancement. 

Plaintiff is informed by the IU.S. Eastern District Court to wait for "service of process" as 

will be arranged & about a rear later there is still "no service of process" done because 

Judge Mazzant is friends, e~-coworkers, etc. with about 40 of the named Defendants, so 
i 

he does not want to serve ttjeni with this lawsuit. Judge Mazzant &.Magistrate Norwak 

7 
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refuse to recuse themselves ~n Plaintiff's Motion To Recuse due to "Conflict oflnterest" 

& "no service of process" 84, docket items are missing from court record. 
I 

. A lawsuit is not established rwithout proper summons & service, but the case of fairness, 
: 

due process & justice is den~ed in part of the false vexatious· litigant by Northern District 

Court to silence with no invfstigation on the matter. Judicial abuses complicated by more 

Judicial Abuses as Plaintiff learns Judge Mazzant is not docketing all fil~d court papers. 
I • 

i 

Plaintiff is contacted by the Fourt that her in forma pauperis is reversed, so that Judge 
I 

Mazzant can extort $500 before this case gets to the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals, as his 

ex-employer for some more!"conflict of interest." 

Plaintiff files a timely Appe~l & Recusal of Fifth Circuit Court as Judge Mazzant ex

employer & refuses to pay ~y money to Judge Mazzant for not doing his job with no 

service to all his special De{endant pa_ls to prevent this lawsuit by "Obstruction of Justice, 
I 

Fraud Upon Courts & the cdurt record is held to prevent briefing as complained. 
I 

("No vexatious litigant her~ as totally false" & judicial abuses, errors, mistakes, 
I 

conspiracy, cover up, collus1on, corruption, "conflict of interest'.' & "no due process," as 
I 

all Plaintiffs' ConstitutionallRights are violated by this corrupted judiciary, which is out 

of Plaintiff's control on theit own lack of judicial ethics, no reflection on case facts, laws 
I • 

& evidence that is the basis brthis lawsuit.) (Another false claim by W& B Attorneys.) 
i 

5. Amrhein v. La Madeleine et al. U.S. District Court for Northern District of Texas· 
I 

This original lawsuit agains~ ex-employer La Madeleine, Inc, was filed December 6, 1996 
I 

in Dallas County, Texas as fliled by Attorney David Winston, who then moved to Alaska. 
I 

This lawsuit had 4 successfijl Appeals & reversal with a Federal Court Order signed by a 
I . 

Federal Judge May 24, 199~ that La Madeleine Inc. had caused injuries to both Plaintiffs 

arms & hands requiring 4 o~erations & permanent life long disabilities, which was 

ignored by Dallas Judges as lthe case passed from perjury by Judge Jenevein, to Judge 
I . 

Pierce, to Judge Ovard & oq to Judge Akin, who took money bribe about June 12, 2012. 
I . 

ln an Appeal Judge Sally Mfntgomery falsely claimed to have signed an Order to stop 

I 

! 8· 
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2nc1 Appeal, which was comf lete fraud, ·never signed & never existed as corruption. 

For 10 years the Dallas C,urts had not lifted a U.S. Bankruptcy Stay to resume 

jurisdiction, so the Court oflAppeals ruled all activities, all Orders are judicial nullity & 
• I 

I • 

void, in all La Madeleine, I~c lawsuit per multiple Orders, by multiple Justices as apart of 
I 

all court records. Judge Aki~ claimed enough evidence for a Dallas telephone book, then 
I 
I . 

3 weeks claims "no evidenc~" for his bribe while refusing a court reporter present. 
I 

Plaintiff presented oral argurent, where frauds & nullity is obvious in Courts. 

Judge Akin was a named D~fendant in this lawsuit that was transferred to the United 

States Northern District coJrt Judge Jorge Solis & corrupt Magistrate Toliver, who 
i 

wanted to destroy this case ~ecause Plaintifrs complaints against her for retaliation. 
I 

Judge Jorge Solis did not he~ case, did not examine any evidence, was engaged with 

Magistrate Toliver, made th~eats to Plaintiff & "no due process." In fact he never 
I • 

responded to an ERISA Mo1ion filed as an ERISA Judge, who would soon retire. Judge 
• I 

I 

Solis like Judge Fish was happy to take about almost $1,000 in court costs, $1,000 in 

Appeal Costs after $1,000 pJus in Collin County Court Costs, so Plaintiff exhausted all 
I 

money for Courts with no f~imess, no due process, no justice, as only frauds & abuses. 

Plaintiff Appealed & the sa4te occurred, no court records as held by Magistrate Toliver.to 

prevent Briefing & dismiss~ by Justice Thomas Reavley as secret decider, who had 
. I . . 

major "conflicts of interest"lrequiring recusal with multiple Defendants/ Appellees & 

about 33 years of Texas legfl services & offices as his un bias trier of fact, prejudice & 

retaliation on behalf of his friendly Defendants / Appellees to prevent any reversal on 
! . . 

Appeal & prevent this laws~it against ~is pals. 

In 22 years of La Madeleine! Inc. Lawsuit there was no completed discovery, no 
I 

mediation, 4 Appeals, plead,ngs & court filings refused, no due process, no fairness, no 

jury trial & no Justice. I . 

I 

("No vexatious litigant her~ as totally false" & judicial abuses, errors, mistakes, 

conspiracy, cover up, conusjon, corruption, "conflict of interest" & "no due process," as 

9. 
1747 



0 

all Plaintiffs' Constitutional I Rights are violated _by this corrupted judiciary, which is out 

of Plaintiffs control on thei~ own lack of judicial ethics, no reflection on case facts, laws 

& evidence that is the basis ~fthis lawsuit.) (Another false claim by W& BAttorneys.) 
I 

6. Amrhein v. La Madelei e Inc. Court of A eats of Texas Sixth District 
Texarkana; 

·This Appeal is out of seque~ce. The Court of Appeals of Dallas was a named Defendant 

for destroying court records lin the United States Court of Appeals from Jude Jorge Solis, 

who held nothing, took co~ costs & dismissed. The Court of Appeals Dallas could not 

hear the lawsuit, so it was tr~sferred to the Sixth District Court of Appeals, so they did. 
' 

not look at evidence, no cas~ law, no briefing,- no rules & regulations to refuse to examine 

as the justices stated with n~ work & more Judicial abuses of system & process that is not 
I 

under the control of Plaintiff, but continued corruption, conspiracy, cover up, etc. 

("No vexatious litigant herf as totally false" & judicial abuses, errors, mistakes, 

conspiracy, cover up, collus,on, corruption, "conflict of interest" & "no due process," as 
i 

all Plaintiffs' Constitutional !Rights are violated by this corrupted judiciary, which is out 
i 
I 

of Plaintiffs control on theit own lack of judicial ethics, no reflection on case facts, laws 

& evidence that is the basis ~fthis lawsuit.) (Another false claim by W& B Attorneys.) 
! 
I 

7. Amrhein v. David Scbrofder, Justice Court Precinct 1 Judge Raleeb & Bollinger 

David Schroeder sued by Pl4intiff Amrhein & ·represented by Attorney Lennie Bollinger, 

who his Attorneys \\fould lik~ to forget as basis of this lawsuit. Mr. Schroeder is sued for 
I 

conversion of Plaintiffs prorerty & not paying 5 months of rent, but Attorney Bollinger 

refused to add in the darriag9s fo Plaintiffs home & the sexual assault into this lawsuit, 

which is a part of the basis or "legal malpractice" against Attorney Bollinger & 
I 

Wormington & Bollinger, et 11al lawsuit. 
I 

Attorney Bollinger filed incJmplete & wrong pleadings complaint, showed a fondness for 

Plaintiffs .violator & his cri~es, refused a jury trial, refused to examine evide~ce, refused 

. to join "indispensable party, ldid not communicate for months, made threats, late 
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communications of signed tjrders & defends Mr. Schroeder, refused mediation & quits 

right before trial, filed for wrong dollar amount, exceeded court's jurisdiction, with 

· multiple errors, cau~ing Jud$e Raleeh to refuse to hear lawsuit & "legal malpractice." 

Judge Raleeh advised Plaintiff t~ file an Appeal, he never signed an Order & claimed it 
i 

took almost 16 months to d~ide this lawsuit filed in wrongjurisdiction as never 

disclosed by Attorney Bollitj.ger, W & B, et al, Judge Raleeh & Precinct J Court. 
I 

Appeal to County Court of~aw No. 2, Collin County, Texas, Judge Walker states he 
i 

can't hear the Appeal, beca~se Judge Raleeh never signed an Order to Appeal. 

Judge Walker claimed goodlcase, good evidence, get an Attorney to take to a Jury to win. 
I . • 

Plaintiff is charged Attorne~s fees of undisclosed amount for Judge Raleeh mistake, 
I 

Attorney Bollinger & W & ~, et al "legal malpractice" misco.nduct; 
i 

Plaintiff contacted 75 diffenpnt attorneys & found out "Black.listed," so no one will take 

any case for any representat{on, which is a violation of Plaintiffs Constitutional Rights. 
I 

Defendants' Attorney does ~ot bring up the keeping of Plaintiffs decea~ed Dad's case 

file past statute of liinitationr, which w~ left of our property' incompetence & legal 

malpractice as Plaintiff was Hghtful owner & beneficiary of this property & lawsuit as 
I 

more cover up, conspiracy 4 collusion to Obstruct Justice & commit frauds for harms. 
I 

8. Balistreri-Amrhein v. errilli et al. U.S. District Court for the Eastern District 

! 

Verrilli is an error as does npt represent the United States of America liabilities, so the 
I 

Court was to correct that err~r, but failed to do so. 
,. 

Plaintiff contacts the United/ States Department of Justice with all of the above & is 

advised to refile in the Unit~d States Eastern District Court for fairness, justice & suit 

before this statute oflimitad~ns ends, so this is done about February 26, 2016 atthe 
I 

Plano Court house as recom,nended. 

Plaintiff follows the instruct~ons of United States Department of Justice, presents 

complaint, prepared summo~s & certificate of service-with disinterested party. 

I/. 
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. I 

Plaintiff files Affidavit ofl~ability to p~y & it is granted by Magistrate Christine Nowak, 

who received her position d~e to Judge Amos Mazzant advancement through a deal made 
I 
I 

between President Obama 8f Senator John Cornyn & false statements / perjury to Senator 

Chu~k Grassly before Judiclary Committee for his judgeship advancement. 
i 

Plaintiff is informed by the µ .S. Eastern District Court to wait for "service of process" as 

will be arranged & about a iear later there is still "no service of process" done because 

Judge Mazzant is friends, ei-coworkers, etc. with about 40 of the named Defendants, so 

he does not want to serve thfm with this lawsuit. Judge Mazzant & Magistrate Norwak 
I 

refuse to recuse themselves Ion Plaintiffs Motion To Recuse due to "Conflict oflnterest" 
i . 

& "no service of process" Sf docket items are missing from court record. 
i 

A lawsuit is not established !without proper summons & service, but the case of fairness, 
I . . 

due process & justice is dedied in part of the false vexatious litigant by Northern District 
. I 

Court to silence with no invfstigation on the matter:. Judicial abuses complicated by more 

Judicial Abuses as Plaintiffjleams Judge Mazzant is not docketing all filed court papers. 
I . 

Plaintiff is contacted by the !Court that her in forma pauperis is reversed, so that Judge I . . 

Mazzant can extort $500 be~ore this case gets to the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals, as his 
• . I 

. ! 

ex-employer for some mor~ "conflict of interest." 

Plaintiff files a timely App~al & Recusal of .Fifth Circuit Court as Judge Mazzant ex

employer & refuses to pay ~y money to Judge Mazzant for not doing his job with no 
. I . 

service to all his special Defendant pals to prevent this lawsuit by "Obstruction of Justice, 
I 

i 

Fraud Upon Courts & the c~urt record is held to prevent briefing as complained. 

Court of Appeals refuses tol move this lawsuit to Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals to 
! 

cover up "conflict of intere1t," etc., uses the same offending conflicted Justices as named . 

Defendants in this same ta,-suit, which will be going to the United States Supreme Court 
I 

& United States Justice De~artment & U.S. Judiciary are notified. 

This Fifth Circuit Court of ~ppeals lawsuit is still pending with no decisions & briefing 
' . 

was completed to acceptan~e by this Court with same n~ed Defendants/ Appellees, 
. I 

' 

~--
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who refused transfer to othet Courts & Justices on "conflict of interest." 

("No vexatious litigant her as totally false" & judicial ·abuses, errors, mistakes, 
! 

conspiracy, cover up, collus~on, corruption, "conflict of interest" & "no due process," as 

all Plaintiffs' Constitutional !Right~ are violated by this corrupted judiciary, which is out 
i 

of Plaintiff's control on theif own· lack of judicial ethics, no reflection on case facts, laws 

& evidence that is the basis ~fthis lawsuit & pending.) (Another false claims by W& B 
I 

Attorneys, along with haras~ment, perjury, intimidation, fear & violations of laws by 
Texas licensed attorneys ) ' 

9. Amrhein v. United Stales of America, et al.; US~ District Court for Eastern 
' 

District of Texas (A variati~n of the prior already disposed of La Madeline Litigations); 
! 

This original la~suit agains~ ex-employer La Madeleine, Inc, was filed December 6, 1996 

in Dallas County, Texas as tiled by Attorney David Winston, who then moved to Alaska. 

This lawsuit had 4 success~l Appeals & reversal with a Federal Court Order signed by a 
I . 

Federal Judge May 24, 199~ that La Madeleine Inc. had caused injuries to both Plaintiffs 
! 

arms & hands requiring 4 o~erations & permanent life-_long disabilities, which was 

ignored by Dallas Judges aslthe case passed from perjury by Judge Jenevein, to Judge 
i 

Pierce, to Judge Ovard & otj to Judge Akin, who took money bribe about June 12, 2012. 
! 

In an Appeal Judge Sally Mpntgomery falsely claimed to have signed an Order to stop 

2nd Appeal, which was comiplete fraud, never signed & never existed as corruption. 
I 

For 10 ears the Dallas C urts had not lifted a U.S. Bankruptcy Stay to resume 

jurisdiction, so the Court of ppeals ruled all activities, all Orders are judicial nullity & 
' I 

void, in all La Madeleine, I1c lawsuit per multiple Orders, by multiple Justices as apart of 

all court records. Plaintiff p~esented oral argument, where frauds & nullity is obvious. 
I . 

Judge Akin was a named D1fendant in this lawsuit that was transferred to the United 

States Northern District Co4rt Judge Jorge Solis & corrupt Magistrate Toliver, who 
I 

wanted to destroy this case tecause Plaintiffs complaints against her for retaliation. 

Judge Jorge Solis did not h~ case, did not examine any_ evidence, was engaged with 
I 
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Magistrate Toliver, made"*•!!\ to Plaintiff & "no due process." In fact he ne~er 

responded to an ERISA Mo~ion filed as an ERISA Judge, who would soon retire: Judge 
\ I 

I . 

Solis like Judge Fish was happy to take about almost $1,000 in court costs, $1,000 in 

Appeal Costs after $1,000 pfus in Collin County Court Costs, so Plaintiff exhausted all 

money for Courts with no f~imess, no due process, no justice, as only frauds & abus~s. 

Plaintiff Appealed & the s~e occurred, no court records as held by Magistrate Toliver to 
I 

prevent Briefing & dismiss+i by Justice Thomas Reavley as secret decider, who had 
I 

major "conflicts of interest"! requiring recusal with multiple Defendants / Appellees & 
I 
I • 

about 33 years of Texas leg*l services & offices as his un bias trier of fact, prejudice & 
I 

retaliation on behalf of his tpendly Defendants / Appellees to prevent any reversal on 
I 

Appeal & prevent this laws~it against his pals. Appeal Order pending byDefendants / 
· 1 . 

Appellees Justices as Court~ Justices are judging themselves in this lawsuit with 
! . 

"conflict of interest" illegall~ & refused transfer to other Justices & other Circuit Courts. 

("No vexatious litigant he~e as totally false" & judicial abuses, errors, mistakes, 
I 

conspiracy, cover up, collus~on, corruption, "conflict of interest" & "no due process," as 

all Plaintiffs' ConstitutionallRights are violated by this corrupted judiciary, which is out 
. i 

of Plaintiffs control on their own lack of judicial ethics;no reflection on case facts, laws 
! 

& evidence that is the basis !of this lawsuit is pending) (Another false claim by W & ~ 

Attorneys.) 

Not so recent as deposed Oct.127, 2017 for an abusive fraudulent deposition, while Defendants' 
I . 

Attorney removes 13 pages o~ deposition corrections & withholds 17 exhibits for statement, files 
i . 

a fraudulent Prosperity Bank *andbook to cover up all offenses until Plaintiff presents the true .· 
I 
I 

Prosperity Bank Handbook fr~m 2015. Plaintiff was an employee of Prosperity Bank from 
i 

August 2015 to January 20~5. Pending Lawsuit for the following: 
I . 

If. 
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Prosperity Bank did not ac1ommodate Plaintiffs diabetic disability, made this disability 

condition worse, did not sufervise workplace, did not control their premises, breached 

their duty of care, were unttuthful, not diligent in responding to Plaintiff's complaints by 
i 

& through their agent superjvisors, allowed the workplace to be "hostile" with 
I 
I 

harassment, sexual advanc~s, incomplete & false training, unmaintained equipment, 
! • 

forced to work off the clocij as no ability to sign in, breached security, potential risks & 

physical harm, unbalanced ~o-worker, offensiv~ language & contents, removal of funds 
! 

by co-worker, refusal for si~k time & physician medical excuse, refusal for safety, -
I 

refused part time hours as tjromised, lack of communication, refusal of wages, employee 
i . 

& wage accountability den~ed, refusal of police for blocking assault, wanting Plaintiff to 

engage in criminal acts of tauds, age & gender discriminations, tampering with court 

records & deposition transqripts, fraudulent handbook, refusal of complete answers & 
! 

objections during abusive ~eposition, retaliation for complaints, wrongful termination & 
I 

no proper notice given, unr~asonable demands to put others & self in danger, demands 
i 

with pending motion for re~usal, denied discovery, production & disclosure of Prosperity 

Bank surveillance videos d}stroyed, false claims, damages to reputation & irrelevant 

inquiry, refusal of service tjf process & answers, under reported wages, refused 
i • 
! ~ 

unemployment, deductionslofwages without permission, causing personal injuries, 
' 

losses, harms, destruction ir Plaintiff's life, etc. all this requires a jury trial, "d.ue process" 
I 

as a matter of law in name pf justice. 
I 

In 10 days Plaintiff went frpm best employee loved by all to a false statement of 
I 

abandoned job & refused drctor's medical excuse for the personal injuries caused by 

refusal of accommodations I to inject 1 minute of insulin daily. 
! 

Plaintiff was notified that ~rosperity Bank owes $732.00 in back wages as their false 

statements to EEOC, Discrtmination, Hours & Wages of the Labor Department, etc. 

Plaintiff was given a Settlepient Offer to tum· in our government if they try to investigate 

Prosperity Bank, which Pl~intiff refused. Attorney Todd Harlow was in on ·this scam & 

/5. 
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threatened if Plaintiff didn'tj sign it he would quit. He quits & three pages of his own 

misconduct is discovered as] a defense attorney posing as Plaintiff Attorney. 

Judge Christine Nowak is tt{e :'conflict of interest" person presiding knowing she has 
I 

. been turned in for "impeacl~ment." Judge Nowak has no proper jurisdiction as state court 
i 

can't remove Worker's Co~pensation & TWC wages as banned, but falsely claims ok. 

Defendants' Attorneys did riot want an African American Judge Angela Tucker, so moved 
I 

case. First Regional Adminilstrative Judge Mary Murphy violates ADA Stay & allows 
I 

continued hara$sment again~t m; senior PJainti ff in need of 2 Spine Surgeries. 

Judge Christine Nowak fourd the.exhibit & content from Prosperity Bank workplace, so 

offensive they had to seal.Pfaintiff's exhibits as evidence. 
I 

Attorney Carrie Jonson Phfeufhas been colluding with Attorney Michelle Mahony to 

try to destroy Prosperity B*1<: lawsuit & W &B, et al "legal malpractice" lawsuit & to 
I 

destroy & discredit Plaintiff to cover up their various offenses as "officers of the court." 
I 
I 

("No vexatious litigant he~e as totally false" & judicial abuses, errors, mistakes, 
I 

conspiracy, cover up, collu~ion, corruption, "conflict of interest" & "no due process," 3$ 
I 

all Plaintiffs' Constitutional Rights are violated by this corrupted judiciary, which is out 

of Plaintifrs control on the1r own lack of judicial ethics, no reflection on case facts, laws 
I 

& evidence that is the basisiofthis lawsuit is pending) (Another false claim by W& B 

Attorneys to go along with perjury, harassment, cover up, conspiracy & corruption. 

11. Amrhein Repeatedly Lltigates the Same Issues and Causes of Action Against Same 

Defend~ts. See above liti*tion is not cover up, corruption, conspiracy, lack of ethics; 

refusal to hear cases, refus,l to serve, bias, prejudice, retaliation, "conflict of interest," 

judicial abuses, breaches o( oath of office, frauds upon courts & Obstruction of Justice. 
. I . 

In f onclusion , Prayer & Relief Sought 
I 

Plaintiff is not a vexatious ~itigant by any standard of the above for each false claim by 

W& B, et al Attorneys, Co*b, Martinez, Woodland & Attorney Carrie Johnson Phaneuf, 

who likes tp harass, make ~lse statements, continues to perjure themselves with false 

/~. 
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court filings, cover up & con~pire to try to get their clients off for all their ~ong doing & 

legal malpractice offenses. 'Ipis is all public record, which can be viewed by everyone & 
' . ' 

every source as stated above) So as anyone examines Plaintiff's experiences ask yourself 
! ' 

if you would permit anyone ~o do to you or a family member causing serious damages! 

Relief Soug~t. Deny all Defendants' Claims & Prayers 
I 

Plaintiff objects to false ve~atious litigant claim_s, not prosecuting all offenders in eve1?' 
lawsuit, not enforcing existi~g rules, statues & laws, while under the judicial sworn oath 
of office, accepting taxpayerlwages as frauds & discriminating against litigant Plaintiffs' 
as fleecing them for judicial bosts & no production with no work, To treat this named 
incapacitated & incompeten~ deceased father by removing his evidence of void invalid 
house purchase contract & c~aim "no standing" to benefit friends by "conflict of interest" 
is abuse of judicial authority1 To engage in illegal· scams with no "due process" breaches · 
of oath of office, causing haijms & damages with intent, plus years of false judiciary as 
published rules, statutes, la~ &U.S.& Texas Constitutional Rights as promised, which 
is not fairness, "due process~ Justice, But civil & criminal offenses Mati~ style & RICO 
Republic Title charged $3,3130.00 for $560,000.00 title insurance policy, put policy in 
wrong name~, refused to correct it, cancelled this policy ~ kept $3;330 fraud with right 
to sue them m house lawsu~t, that was never heard on evidence, but refused as Judge 
Toliver does not like white ~eople who can pay for their house for her judicial fairness. 
Attorney Phaneuf & gang D fendants are trying to discredit Plaintiff & every lawsuit -., 
filed to get her offenders off from all "accountability by falsities & speculation" as same 
frauds. 2 Appeals pending, ~ lawsuits pending & she breaks suits apart to raise her false 
counting. Plaintiff has been !interviewed by McKinney Police Department for assault. 
"No vexatious litigant to qu~lify under Chapter 11 Civil Practice & Remedies Code on 

criteria only by hearing, rep~· rting, public tis.ting & none happened with Plaintiff in any 
Court at ahy time & no 5 va id adverse lawsuits in 7 years as required. Attorney Phaneuf 
is knowingly filing false stat ments / perjury & must be sanctioned additional $2,500 for 
all their misconduct & more attempts to harass.'' Taxpayers are paying these bad Judges 
salaries to "not do their jobs lwith frauds committed!" Attached third Dr. Ar~al notice on 
Plaintiffs current medical c~ndition as filed under ADA for "Stay" in all further court 
work that could cause more!ersonal injuries & harms. (Exhibit A) Plaintiff is not in ·· 
control or blamed for judici 1 corruption. "Vexatious litigant" must be denied. Plaintiff's 
health is not admissible for' legal malpractice." Washington, D.C. & Congress are aware 
of all above facts & has invited Plaintiff to speak about this Texas & Federal Judiciary's 
offenses as "whistle blower" I about intent & corruption, so are you part of problem ? 
Plaintiff prays for fairness, '1due process" & Justice that has not existed since 2008 & 
attache~ some Judicial Acts ~fFrauds & misconduct in pending lawsuits & some detail. 

• • I , 
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JUDICIAL ACTIVITY I LA MADELEINE INC. LAWSUIT FILED DECEMBER 6 1996 

1) Judge Welcome - Dec. 6, 199 - La Madeleine Inc.; 

2) Judge Robert Jeneveine - 1991 & Perjury - La Madeleine Inc.; 
i 

3) Judge Gibson - 1999 Recusal !- La Madeleine Inc.; 

4) Judge John Ovard - 1999 - La ~adeleine Inc. Won Against Judge Jenevein - La Madeleine Inc.; 

5) Judge Coker- July 31, 1997 - ~ankruptcy Stay- 2 Appeals & 10 years of Stay- La Madeleine Inc.; 
i 

6) 151 Appeal Fifth District Court t La Madeleine -Amrhein won July 21, 2001; 

7) Judge Jenevein Removed 200~- La. Madeleine, Inc.; 

8) Judge Pierce - Assigned 2002, 1 threats & Misconduct - La Madeleine Inc. ; 

9) Judge Pierce - Recusal 2003 -[La Madeleine Inc. ; 

10) Judge Sally Montgomery -T~reatens to Doctor, BK Stay, False Order, Transfer - La Madeleine Inc.; 

11) 2nd Court of Appeals - False 1rder by Judge Montgomery - La Madeleine, Inc. Amrhein won; 

La Madeleine Inc. Plaintiff won ~ reversed all & remanded back; 

12) Judge Roden - 2004 - Refuse~ to file Appeal & Record Tampering - La Madeleine, Inc. ; 

13) Judge Sally Montogmery- R~cusal of County Court at Law No. 3 Whole Court & Judge Pierce - LA; 

14) Judge D'Metria Benson...:. Or~ers & then no follow thru & Arguments with Attorney La Madeleine; 

15) Judge Ted Akin -visiting jud~e due to Benson illness - La Madeleine Inc.; 

16} 3rd_ Court of Appeals on Judgt Akin Orders - Plaintiff won Appeal & all reversed - La Madeleine, Inc.; 
I 

17) Judge Ovard - Recusal of Jud~e Benson as voluntary - La Madeleine Inc.; 

18) Judge Sally Montgomery. - R~instates 10 year Bankruptcy Stay, Transfer to Benson - La Madeleine; 

19) Judge Ted Akin - 2012 - fals~ discovery, false jury trial, threats & no evidence on real evidence for 
a money bribe as pander.ed from ~he bench & he did not know the facts of lawsuit refusing abatement & 
all filings; · 

20) Court of Appeal named defe~dants in federal lawsuit, transferred Appeal to Sixth District & they 

refused to examine lawsuit, brie~ng & evidence; . · 

i 
21) U.S. Northern District Court 1f Texas- 2012- before final Order & Judges as named Defendants- LA; 

22) No. hearings, no fact witness ~estimony, no proper jurisdiction, no evidence examined for 1 year, no 

discQvery, but took court cost of f450.00, Judge Jorge Solis dismissed lawsuit & retired- La Madeleine; 
••• I 

23) l•fth Circuit Court of Appeal~- refused court records for briefing & justices conflict of interest 

almost 33 years as Justice Reavlry " favors for friend" to more than 20 Defendants & refuse recusal - La 
' i 

Madeleine; 

/J. 
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24) U.S. Supreme Court - paid Sisoo in Writ prepared & removed by ex-employee clerk from lower 

court, so reported to Dept of Just ce Washington D.C. to refile case; 

25) U.S. Eastern District Court - J dges Nowak & Amos Mazzant, who refused to file service because 

Plaintiff was in forma pauperis, s no service as promised, missing court documents from docket & try to 

extort money to Appeal & denied! court records Appeal Brief for 2 months- La Madeleine Inc. Lawsuit; 

. 26) Fifth Circuit Court of Appeal r Briefing Nov. 2017, named Defendants in the U.S. Eastern District. 

Court la. wsuit, refused recusal ofjourt & Justices, use same Justices with same conflict of interest in La 
Madel.eine Prior Appeal ......... PE DING AN ORDER THAT WILL BE FILED IN UNITED STATES SUPREME 

COURT FOR "CONFLICT OF INTER ST, BIAS, PREJUDICE&· RETALIATIONS. " 

27) For 10 Years the Texas Court did not know how to treat a United States Bankruptcy Stay, so for 10 

years everything done was legal ~ullity & void based on law & 2 separate Appeals Darlene Won ! 
This is approximate in dates & se uences as stated above & Plaintiff reserves the right tq add or 

change.This is Plaintiff's judicial e periences in La Madeleine Inc. Lawsuit based on frauds & corruption, 

etc. between the Texas Courts & µnited States Federal Courts to date, which is pending ! 
! 

SOM~ JUDICIAL ACTIV~IES IN Winsley Circle House Purchase from Reicherts, et al: 
I 
I 

28) Judge Roach "conflict of intetest" as friends to. Defendants Re Max Owner & Defendants Attorneys 

& claims he does not like Plaintiffj Amrhein because "won'; a previous lawsuit & refused 3 recusals; 

29) Judge Roach tampers with e~idence, removes Collin County Probate Court Order for incompetent 

Balistreri without capacity to act ~ausing an invalid Real Estate Contract that was subject to lawsuit; 

30) Judge Roach accepts campait~ contributions for favorable rulings for Defendants' in lawsuit; 

31) Judge Roach removes filed Ttustee Bankruptcy Assets to another case number to hide assets; 

32) Judge Roach creates Court drors to force unlawful Appeals for money, brags on behalf of his court 
I 

reporter & County Courts for Co~rts & Appeals costs causing additional costs to.Plaintiff with blank filed 

court record pages after they pa~ $1,000.00 for Appeal record transfers, while Appeal is then denied; 

33) Plaintiff complained to Distrip Attorneys Office & agent claims terrible misconduct fraud acts until 

he gets Judge Roach's name with! his Daddy as Collin County District Attorney, as everything is dropped; 

34) Judge Roach makes rulings o no issues & knows of "blacklisting," while refusing Balistreri all legal 

representation, all legal standing & no ability to defend his case in any way as incompetent & incapacity 

disabled senior with an invalid re I estate contract to pay towards property for Plaintiff Amrhein in 2007 

35) Judge Roach stops Appeal in 5th District Court of Dallas by filing a False Order to protect Defendants 

after his "plenary power" expire to stop all examination of Appeals & they destroy court records; 

36) Judge Roach orders more th n 10 hours of abusive Deposition with Plaintiff Amrhein & wants her to 

go without insulin for days as dia etic for benefit of Defendants continued excessive abuses; 

37) Judge Roach threatened Plai tiff from the bench, told her to stop filing court documents as refused; 

38) Judge Roach refused court lings, service to Defendants, gave special privileges, bias, prejudicial, 

retaliatory, signed false Orders ith wrong dates, protected Defendants & abuses his power & oath; 

39) Judge Roach organized dism ssal of his 3 Recusal Motions to avoid removal & used friends to hear; 

40) Judge Roach ignored U.S. Barkruptcy Stay, medical hospitalization with Judge Chris Oldner scam; 

41) Judge Oldner refuse reinstat~ case Bankruptcy, refused agent court records/ Balistreri ~ospitalized; 

42) Texas case gets worse, movjd to federal co1.1rt, more corruption, DOJ involved & Appeal still 

pending 2008 to 2018, no servic of process to Defendants & transferred to Court of Appeal to a named 

Defendant & ex-employee frien of Judge Mazzant to continue cover up, frauds, conspiracy & extort 

more money, aid of Judge Christine Nowak, who presides in Prosperity Employment Lawsuit pending. 
! ' 

' 

/9.· 
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BJECTIONS IN LAWSUIT 

These are PlaintiffBalistr ri-Amrhein's Objections in this lawsuit known as 
County Court at Law No. ~ - Case No. 006-02654-20017 Darlene Amrhein, et al 
v. Lennie Bollinger and wbrmington & Bollinger (W&B), Law Firm, et al: 

I 

' 

1) This lawsuit was transf~rred by First Regional Administrative Judge Mary 
Murphy after recusal of Ju~ge Dan K. Wilson for "good cause" reasons of denial 
on ruling that was suppose/ to be performed while Plaintiff is medicated & on 
narcotics in a confused state with altered mind causing prejudice to. Plaintiff & this 
lawsuit from De~ember 26/, 2017 to present day on March 29, 2018, while denying 
ADA accommodations & ~harginginvalid attorneys' fees over $14,000 for this 
prejudice caused in respon~ing to this lawsuit under TRCP 91 a; 

·i 

2) This lawsuit was filed ~ainst these Defendants for up to $200,000.00, not 
$100,000.00 as Judge MWf Murphy changed this jµrisdiction unlawfully as filed; 

I 

3) Judge Jay Bender is a 4riminal Judge with a jurisdiction limit of less than 
$100,000.00, so no one ha~ the legal right to change lawsuit :value & jurisdiction; 

4) Judge Jay Bender also ~enied Plaintiff's ADA accommodations & after 3 Dr. 
Arakal letters that where Sfnged, dated & verified by sworn Affidavits he calls 

Plaintiff's physician, Dr. takal to check on the surgery date of April 26, 2018 as 
true & then still denies Pl intiffs ADA accommodations in this lawsuit with 4 
times verified as serious h alth medical conditions that is hardship·& knowingly 
causing serious injuries wi~h intent to aid Defendants, et al. & their Attorneys, et al. 

5) Actions of Judge Jay B~nder is "conflict of interest," bias, prejudice & 
intentional retaliation wit1*>ut any common sense "good cause" reasons, except 
vengeance toward senior, ~isabled & sick Plaintiff in need of serious medical care; 

6) It appears the "fix is int' for Judge Jay Bender & his favoritism for these named 
Defendants, et al & their 4,ttorneys, et al in this lawsuit as frauds, etc. covered up; 

i 

7) Some 22 pages plus ar, charged against Plaintiff for all the frauds, misleading, 
slander statements of invalid charges since about Oct. 27, 2017 to March 28, 2018; 

: 
8) Attorney Phaneuf, et a~ accuses Plaintiff of forging notary documents at Chase 
Bank, which is total false, /slander of name, character & reputation, showing their 
fraudulent statements & p¢rjury to the County Court at Law. No. 6 as documented; 

! 

9) Making false statement~ (18 U.S.C. § 1001) is the common name for the United 
. ! 
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States federal crime laid out; Section 100 I of Title 18 of the United States Code, which 
generally prohibits knowing! and willfully making false or fraudulent statements, or 
concealing information, in " y matter within the jurisdiction" of the federal government 
of the United States,ill even 'y merely denying guilt when asked by a federal agent. This 
statute is used in many contepc.ts. Most commonly, prosecutors use this statute to reach 
cover-up crimes such as perjpry, false declarations, and. obstruction of justice and 
government fraud cases; . ' 

10) The statute spells out th•s purpose in subsection 18 U .S.C. § 100 l(a}, which states: 
' 

(a) Except as otherwise provided in this section, whoever, in any matter within the 
jurisdiction of the executive,/legislative, or judicial branch of the Government of the 
United States, knowingly an~ willfully-

, 

(l) falsifies, conceals,i or covers up by any trick, scheme, or device[,] a material 
fa~ ' . 

(2) makes any materi4lly false, fictitious, or fraudulent statement or representation; 
or 
(3) makes or uses anyl false writing or document knowing the same to contain any 
materially false, fictit,ous, or fraudulent statement or entry shall be fined under 
this title, imprisoned ,ot more than 5 years or, if the offense involves international 
or domestic terrorism !(as defined in section 2331 ),llil imprisoned not more than 8 
years, or both .... 

11) Whoever, in any matter ~ithin the jurisdiction of any department or agency of the 
United States knowingly an~ willfully falsifies, con~eals or covers up by any trick, 
scheme, or device a material I fact, or makes any false, fictitious or fraudulent statements 
or representations, or makes jor uses any false writing or document knowing the same to 
contain any false, fictitious 9r fraudulent statement or entry ... 

12) Even constitutionally e~plicit Fifth Amendment rights do not exonerate affirmative 
false statements.illl In the l ~98 case Brogan v. United States, the Supreme Court rejected 
the "exculpatory no" doctrin~ that had previously been followed by seven of the courts of 
appeal, which had held that '[the tnere denial of wrongdoing" did not fall within the scope 
of§ 1001.I.illill The Brogan ~ourt stated:" Our legal system provides methods for 
challenging the Governmentis right to ask questions---- lying is not one of them." 

I 

13) An affidavit is a sworn statement made before a commissioner for oaths, a notary 
public, a justice of the peac.el or a lawyer. Affidavits are common in court proceedings 
and are often used in family ptatters relating to custody, support and property issues. 

14) False affidavit can also tead to a criminal charge of perjury or obstruction of justice. 

15) Whether perjury or "ob~truction of justice" charges are warranted would be a matter 
for police and prosecutors ftjr Defendants, et al & Attorneys, et al slander for charges; 

~/. 
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16) Plaintiff is filing crimint
1 

l charges against Defendants, et al & their Attorneys, et al 
that are all described in her list of conferences, calls, reviews, analysis & redacted parties, 
who accused Amrhein of fo ged notary documents filed with the County Court at Law 
No. 6 for conviction & all h*rms & damages caused, along with all false statements made 
to about Plaintiff to Chase Blank, notary & public court filings & possible identity theft; 

17) Defendants, et al & their Attorneys, et al made contact as stated with Attorney Jerry 
I , ' 

Jarzombek, attorney represepting David Schroeder, who assaulted Plaintiff, damaged her 
property, removed some of tler property & stole 5 months worth of rent, while living 
upstairs, who Defendants, etj al protected & filed false pleading in lawsuit for a recovery; 

18) Defendants, et al & their Attorneys, et al made contact with "Prosperity Bank" 
representative about hostile }VOrk environment, harassment, threats, blocking, theft of 
$732.00 in wages, sexual h1' assment, lack of diabetic accommodations causing illness, 
under reported wages to sev ral Te?Cas agencies, Obstruction of Justice, "Fraud upon 
Courts" tapering with court ecords & removal to federal court as banned due to black 
judge as a way to file false sta.tements, false charges & to mislead County Court at Law 6; 

19) Defendants, et al & theif Attorneys, et al spent a lot time.on the phone, meetings & 
conference for $$54,768.88 to try Jo frame Plaintiff, to put pressure on her; to build a 
false case against her, becau~e she filed a lawsuit against Defendants, ei al & their 
Attorneys, et al for misstaterpents, frauds, deception, "bad faith' intent, to abuse, cover 
up, conspire & retaliate agaihst Amrhein for filing a lawsuit against these criminal acts; 

20) If you notice Attorney ~haneuf, et al was counseling, looking for advice, trying to 
find some dirt on Plaintifftol frame her, so they could get the Defendants off & some was 
redacted, so to hide their contacts & communications with various courts or others; 

I 

21) How many times can atjyone talk about illness & continuance as this was continued 
harassments & false statemepts in response, while trying "to get" Plaintiff causing more 
injuries & harms charging h~r "$54, 768.88 or $41,721.75 or $59,000.00 plus $29,000.00 
for Appeal for all their client abuses, protection of an assaulter, etc. & intentionally 
violating the "statute of limi tions" in the wrongful death of my Dad, who was starved & 
beaten to death; (Sorry as Pl, inti ff has a problem with this by Texas licensed Attorneys.); 

I . 

22) The ''vexatiou_ s litigant"f,
1 

claim totally false to try to silence Plaintiff on their 
corruption in Texas & Unite States Federal Courts known as Judiciary "whistleblower" 
with intent to defraud Plaintiff(s) & litigants for money & no Justice with 22 years of . 
judicial experiences as some attorneys try to mislead, conspire some courts & judges, 
"blacklisting" Plaintiff & liti~ants for retaliation, money & no Justice in 4 pending suits; 

23) Defendants, et .. al & theit Attorneys, et al &Attorney Phaneuf has proven this with· 
her multiple bills, (alse state&tents & misconduct from Oct 2017 to March 2018 in this 
case along with Prosperity B~nk & David Schroeder lawsuits, along with all active cases. 

i ' 

24) March 30, 2018 Plaintiff learns of an Attorney, who was havirig· neck surgery & the 
court judge granted a _medic~l stay with "no explanations" for moths, while this Plaintiff 

I 
I 
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has been harassed since Dec./ 26, 2017 to present March 30, 2018 for neck & spine 
surgery with 3 physicians le*ers & calling Texas Back Institute to verify surgery date of 
April 26, 2018 that was swortn to by Verification & Affidavit 10 times or more in courts; 

I ' • 

25) What is wrong with this
1
picture? Attorneys can do anything they please, including 

frauds, deceptions, abuses, ~ake false statements, steal money, not.work with aide of 
some courts & judges for thd "right price" & no enforcement of rules, rights & laws as 
the fleecing of America, whi~h amounts to Treason ......... of course for a price against 
Americans, just like Plaintiff to destroy, threaten, injure & financial ruin to. silence her; 

26) A lie is a lie is a lie & t~e Defendants, et al & their Attorneys, et al have proven this 
with their listed charges for (heir false, fake, phony bill that le~ds to criminal charges; 
27) All judges & justices, whether Texas or United States Federal Judges that do. not 
enforce rules, statutes, laws~ Constitutional Rights in Plaintiffs lawsuits have been 
recused for real prosecution pgainst threats, harassments, slanders as organized RICO; 
28) So how does Plaintiff ow she has been "blacklisted"? Because attorneys claimed it 
& after Plaintiff contacted 7 Attorne s from Dallas, Texas & Colorado, etc. with no 
legal representation for no a ount of money, claiming career suicide if taking lawsuits; 
29) Defendants, et al & their Attorneys' claim it is OK to breach contract, no disclosure, 
hide Probate Court Order G · ardianship with no approvals, accept bribes for favorable 
Orders, starve an incompete t, incapacitated disabled senior drop 46 pounds in six weeks · 
& beat him to death, while drugged to kill off his organs (Defendants intentional denied 
suit on refused "statute of Ii itations), how about theft, accepting court costs with no 
hearings, no fact witnes~ tes imony, no evidence, discrimination, racism, bias, prejudice, 
threats, retaliations, cover u~conspiracy, RICO, collusion, "bad faith" intent, & stalking. 
Obstruction of Justice, false statements, personal injuries, harms, damages, federal Orders 
violated, bribery of a Judge "Fraud Upon Courts, just to name a few violated laws. 
30) Plaintiff can give many 1examples of criminals on the bench, as attorneys, tampering 
with records, violating laws I& in Dallas Courts ·10 years of legal nullities·plus bribes as . 
none of this is a pretty pictute & there are many more Plaintiffs victimized with no just~ce 
31) Courts, attorneys, judg~s, justices have harassed Plaintiff, caused injuries & financial 
ruin to "silence," but it's no• working even under worst medical conditions & harassment, 
so it's time for experienc~s, )misconduct, frauds, deception, accountability & names; 
32) No thi~ Plaintiff will nqt be "silenced" from Dallas to Washington, D.C. by any 
attorneys, judges, courts, juitices, & or legislatures in Congress, as taxpayers' dollars are 
used to allow all this to hap en to American people, who have been promised fairness, 
"due process," U.S. & Texa Constitutional Rights with real legal representation & true 
accountabilities, no protecti~g corruption, cover up, conspiracy, collusion & RICO. 
(Exhibits A,B,C); . 

33) Harassmei:tt, stalking, ~antler & conspiracy needs to stop ! Interference in Plaintiffs 
Medical, Slanders against P aintiff accusing forgery of notary, false sworn affidavits on · 
notary & financial threats i 

1

case not dismissed is not discovery, but Obstruction of 
Justice, perjury & Fraud Upbn Courts to cause more injuries to Plaintiff! 
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Plaintiff finds it hard to beli~e that any Court, Judge or other persons would try to lay 
blame upon me for all the ii~-gal experiences that have been caused ·by the wrongdoing of 
others that is not as existing egislative laws claim. Congress invited me to speak to them 
about all this, which details ad activities & theft of court_ costs by represented Frauds; 

Plaintiff reported to Washinbon, D.C. authorities on these matters as ''whistleblower" to 
prevent others from these experiences & will continue to litigate for all wrongs done to as 
Plaintiff. (Exhibits A, B, C) ~ this sick illegal activity needs to be exposed to people. 

Defendants', et al & their attpmeys must think no one can sue any or corrupt Attorneys 
for their frauds as here. This jlast page was left out of Cobb, et al copy for late additional 
filing, so mailed separately fyom copied notices on this revised copy with late documents 
included & Plaintiff will filel Defendants. et al Attorney Phaneuf et al threats separately; 
On $4,000 Social Security iqcome a $160,000.00 Security, $29,000.00 Lawful Appeal, 
$54,768.88, $41,721.75, $1~,100.00 plus attorneys fees, for 4 and a half months of "no 

. litigation" is beyond decepti~n, collusion, conspiracy, violated rules, statutes & laws on 
all" false charges," slander, !harassments, medical interference, violated ADA, multiple 
frauds, corruption, collusioni protection of Prosperity Bank violated Labor Laws, Wage 
theft, various harassments &I protection of David _Schroeder assaulter & thefts shows a 
"conflict of interest, bias, prfjudice, retaliation, with ''Ohstruction of Justice, Perjury, 
False Advertising & "Fraud ppon Courts" with "no due process," violations of United· 
States & Texas Constitution~l Rights by these Defendants, et al, (Attorn_ ey Lennie 

. Bollinger & Wormington L~w Firm, et al.), their own Attorneys (Cobb, Martinez, Wood-
1 • 

land & Attorney Carrie Johnson Phaneuf, et al & presiding judges ( Judge Dan Wilson, 
Judge Jay Bender, First Regfonal Mary Murp~y, JP Judge Paul Raleeh who can't decide 
jurisdiction in 18 months ag~inst Defendant Schroeder, who signs No final Order & 
Judge Barnett Walker by Atj.orney Jerry Jarzombek filing no valid Orders for Attorney's 
fees against Plaintiff for Sctjroeder's Attorney. Judge Raleeh signs no final Order & no 
Appeal process based on fal~e Judicial Raleeh advice & statements from bench to try to 
"silence, cause harm/injuresjto Plaintiff unfairly, unjustly, "no due process & no Justice! 

Thank you for your confirm~tion & undeniable proof by sworn affidavit & Defen~ants' 
et al & their Attorneys, et al)Exhibits of all these false charges for new criminal lawsuit 
complaint on slander, threatf, harassments, personal injuries & an additional civil lawsuit, 
etc. against Plaintiff for mo~ damages, harms, injuries requiring restitution. Defendants' 
et al & their Attorneys need Ito stop all harassments, bullying, abuses, hate, threats, cover 
up, collusion, conspiracy, re~liations & violations of rules, statutes, laws & U.S. & Texas 
Constitutional Rights, whilel abusing this senior, disabled, ill Plaintiff Amrhein, causing 

I 

injuries, harms, damages, fe~s, upset & interference known needed medical care harms 
requiring relocation to a safe.place to stop almost continued harassment contacts daily! 

! . 

Respectfully submitted, 
1 

c~~ II ~ot 
. Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein, Plaintiff n/. / , , 
~a.~-~, 

· I ~/31 / 11r . . -
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2018-03-27 12: 35 Texas Back i'ij:; i tute 9726085068 >>~ 972 547 0448 P 1/1 

.~~- " 
Texas Back I stitute· 

March 27, 2018 

Re: Darlene Amrhein 

To: Whom It May Concern, 

Ms. Darlene Amrhein is a pa cnt of mine who is scheduled to undergo a Posterior Cervical 
Fusion ftom C3-4 with Lami ectomy and Allograft on 4/26/18; no court work is to be done at 
that time, Currently, pt is tor: ain off work as she cannot complete her usual work duties 
secondary to the severity of h r cervical and lumbar pahtology; pt is to remain off work in light 
of the fact that we are prepari g for surgical intervention and continued work could exacerbate 
her pain and lead to\Yll'ds er deterioration. Please keep pt off of work. Please contact my 
office~ in the events that mo information is necessary or in the eyents that clarification is 
needed. Our phone number is 72-608-SOOO; our fax number is 972-608-S 160. 

~ 
Rajesh G. Arakal, M.D. 
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· .. Published on ADA National Network . ps://adat_a.org} 1...,/ 

J:iQ.IM > The ADA > What is the ADA. 

WHAT IS THE AIER~CANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT CADAJ? 
[1] 

I 

The Americans with Disabilities AcJ (ADA) became law in 1990. The ADA is a civil rights law that pro~ibits 
discrimination against individuals with disabilities in all areas of public life, including jobs, schools, · 
transportation, and all public and priv te places that are open to the general public. The purpose of the law is 
to make sure that people with disabil' ies have the same rights and opportunities as everyone else. The ADA 
gives civil rights protections to individ~als with disabilities similar to those provided to individuals on the basis 
of race, color, sex, national origin, age, and religion. It guarantees equal opportunity for individuals with 
disabilities in public accommodations,) employment, transportation, state and local government services, and 
telecommunications. The ADA is divi~ed into five titles (or sections) that relate to different areas of public life. 

I 

In 2008, the Americans with Disabiliti s Act Amendments Act (ADAAA) was signed into law and became 
effective on January 1, 2009. The A made a number of significant changes to the d~finition of "disability." 
The changes in the definition of disa ility in the ADAAA apply to all titles of the ADA, including Title I 
(employment practices of private em loyers with 15 or more employees, state and local governments, 

employment ~gen~i~~· labor unions, 1gents of the employ~~ and joint managem_ent labo~ .committees); Title II 
(programs and actlv1t1es of state and 

1

1ocal government entities); and Titl~ Ill (private entities that are 
considered places of public accommtjdation) . 

. ,-----·---·---·---.. ---.+----·--·------···--·--·-·· ----·-·---·-------·------------·.--...: 

More About the AD~ 

• GlossaCY. of ADA Term~ [21 

• ADA Acronyms and Ab~reviations [3] 
. I . 

• Read ADA Publlcation:fFact Sheets [4] 
I 

• FrequentlY.. Asked Que~tions About the ADA [5] 

I 

'-------·-----·--+ -------------------------~· 
Title I (Employment) 

i 

Equal Emplc;,yment Oppo1unity for Individuals with Disabilities 
• I • 

This title is designed to help peoplejwith disabilities access the same employment opportunities and benefits 
available to people without disabiliti s. Employers must provide reasonable accommodations to qualified 
applicants or employees. A reasona le accommodation is any modification or adjustment to a job or the work 
environment that will enable an appl cant or employee with a disability to participate in the application process 
or to perform essential job fµnctionsl 

I 

This portion of the law is regulated nd enforced by the U.S. Egual l;mRf2yment _Q1u:>ortunltv. Commission 
(bttp://www.eeoc.gov/laws/tY. d ~)_[6]. Employers with 15 or more employees must comply with 
this law. The regulations ·for Title I 

1

efine disability, ,ta~lis~ guidelines for the reasonable accommodation 

https:/ladata.org/print/leam-about-ada 
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process, address medical examinati 
substantial harm to the health or safe 

What is the Americans with Disabilities Act c)? 
and inquiries, and define "direct thr · · when there is significant risk of 
of tt:ie individual employee with a disability or others. 

. I 

More information and events relate~ to ADA Title I (Em1,2loyment) [7]. 

Title II (State and Local/ Government) 

Nondiscrimination. on the ,asis of Disability in State and Local Government 
Services ' 

Title II ot the ADA prohibits d1scrimin*tion against qualified individuals with disabilities in all programs, 
activities, and services of public entiti~s. It applies to all state. and local governments, their departments and 
agencies, and any other instrumentali~ies or special purpose districts of state or local governments. It clarifies 
the requirements of section 504 of thf Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended, for public transpo_rtation 
systems that receive federal financial 1assistance, and extends coverage to all public entities that provide public 
transportation, whether or not they refeive federal fina_ ncial assistance. It establishes detailed standards for the 
operation of public transit systems, inpluding commuter and intercity rail (e.g,. AMTRAK}. · · 

This title outlines the administrative processes.to be followed, including requirements for self-evaluation and 
planning; requirements for making re~sonable modifications to policies, practices, and procedures where 
necessary to avoid discrimination; ar9hitectural barriers to be identified; and the need for effective 
communication with people with hearing, vision and speech disabilities. This title is regulated and enforced by 
the U.S. O~partment of Justice. ' 

More information and events relate~ to ADA Title II (State and Local Government). (8). 
! 

Title ill (Public Accom"'odations) 
I 

Nondiscrimination on the ,asis of Disability by Public Accommodations and in 
Commercial 'Facilities · · 

This title prohibits private places of p~blic accommodation from discriminating agains! individuals with 
disabilities. Examples of public accolmodations include privately-owned, leased or operated facilities like 
hotels, restaurants, retail merchants, actor's offices, golf courses, private schools, day care centers, health 
clubs, sports stadiums, movie theater , and so on. This title sets the minimum standards for accessibility for 
alterations and new construction of f~cilities. It also requires public accommodations to remove barriers. in 
existing buildings where it is easy to ~o so without much difficulty or expense. This title directs businesses to 
make "reasonable modifications" to t~eir usual ways of doing things when serving people with disabilities. It 
also requires that they t~ke steps ne¢essary to communicate effectively with customers with vis!on, hearing, 
and speech disabilities. lhis title is ~egulated and enforced by the U.S. Department of Jus~ice. 

More information and events relat~d to ADA Title Ill_ (Public Accommodations). [9] . 
. ,. 

! 

Title IV (Telecommunic~tions) 

This title requires telephone and lntetnet companies to provide a nationwide system of interstate and intrastate 
telecommunications relay services th't allows individuals with hearing and speech disabilities to communicate 
over the tel~phone. This title also retjuires closed captioning of federally funded public service 
announcements. This title is regulat~d by the Federal Communication Commission. 

, I • ' 

More Information and ~vents relat~d to ADA Title IV (Telecommunications). [10) . 
. I 

Title V (Miscellaneous Pl"ovisions) 4:u.:/-.E 
https:/tadata.org/print/leam-about-ada 
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DARLENE C. AMRHEIN, et 41, 

Plaintiffs, 

V. 

CAUSE NO. 005-02654-2017 

ATTORNEY LENNIE F. BO~LINGER, and 
WORMINTON & BOLLINGaR LAW FIRM, 

Defendants. 

, ORDER DENYING 

~nically FDed 1/1612018 4:42 PM 
Stacey Kemp County Clerk 
Collin County, Texas 
By: Dianna Shine, Deputy 
Envelope ID; 21854075 

COUNTY COURT AT LAW 

N0.5 

[Hon. Dan K, Wilson] 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

"PLAINTIFF'S NOTICE T~ COURT, SAID JUDGES, .TO ALL DEFENDANTS AND THEIR 
COUNSELS TO STA y & CONTINUE nns LA WSIDT REMOVING IT OFF THE ACTNE 

DOC T SHEETS FOR 'GOOD CAUSE' REASONS" 

I 

Before the Court is Plaititifrs document entitled "Plaintifrs Notice to the Court, Said Judge, to All 
! . 

Defendants and Their Counsels ~o Stay & Continue this Lawsuit Removing it off the Active Docket Sheets 

for 'Good Cause' Reasons," filer on January 16, 2018. Defendants filed a Response in Opposition. 

After considering Plaintjff's Notice to the Court, Defendants' Response in Opposition, and relevant 

authority, the Court ORDERS 1* follows: 

Plaintiff's Notice to th~ Court, filed on January 16, 2018, including her requests to stay this 
' ·. 

litigation and continue the heari~g on Defendants' Rule 9 la Motion to Dismiss is DENIED. 

It is further ORDEREoi that Defendants' Rule 91a Motion to Dismiss is set for hearing by written 
I 

submission on January 25, 2018'. 

It is ORDERED that D~fendants are permitted to file and submit a Reply to Plaintiff's Response 

to the Motion to Dismiss by Janµary 22, 2018. 

' 

Signed this~ day of Janu~ry ,2018. 

Signed: 1/17/201809:58AM 

JUDGE PRESIDING 
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CAUSE NO. 005-02654-2017 

Q,e~onlcally Filed 1/22/2018 4:50 PM 
Stacey Kemp County Clerk 
Collin County, Texas 
By: Dianna Shine. Deputy 
Envelope ID: 21981471 

DARLENE C. AMRHEIN~ et al, 

Plaintiffs, 

COUNTY COURT AT LAW 

N0.5 

v. [Hon. Dan K. Wilson] 

ATTORNEY LENNIE F. ~OLLINGER, AND 
WORMINTON & BOLLJ}IJGER LAW FIRM, 

Defendants. COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

i 

ORDER GRANTING DE}fENDANTS LENNIE F. BOLLINGER AND WORMINGTON & 
BOLL~GER'S RULE 91A MOTION TO DISMISS 

On this day, the Cowt considered Defendants Lennie F. Bollinger and Wormington & 

Bollinger's ("Defendants") ¥otion to Dismiss, pursuant to Rule 91a of the Texas Rules of Civil 

Procedure, filed on Decembet 22,2017. Plaintiff Darlene Amrhein in her individual capacity and 

in her representative capacjty on behalf of Anthony Balistreri (collectively "Amrhein" or 

"Plaintiff''), filed a Response pn January 2, 2018. Defendants filed a Reply to Plaintiff's Response 

on January I 9, 20 I 8. After CfCeful consideration of Plaintiff's Amended & Supplement Petition 

and Pleadings, Defendants' Itute 91a Motion to Dismiss, Plaintiff's Response to the Motion to 

Dismiss, and Defendants' Re~ly, and relevant legal authority, the Court rules as follows: 

a. It is ORDERltD that Defendants' Rule 91a Motion is GRANTED. 

b. Therefore, it isl ORDERED that the following causes of action or purported causes 
i 
I 

of action are ~ISMISS.ED WITH PREJUDICE: (i) all of the causes of action 

brought in AJnrhein's representative capacity of Anthony Balistreri, deceased, or 

his estate or t:njist, (ii) Violations of the Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional 

Conduct, (iii) $reach of Fiduciary Duty, (iv) Breach of Contract, (v) Fraud, (vi) 

Page I of2 
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Violations o~ the DTPA, (vii) Violations of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, 

(viii) "Bad F~,ith," (ix) Negligent Misrepresentation, (x) Conspiracy, (xi) violations 

of constitutio~al rights, and (xii) alleged discrimination. 

' 

c. Plaintiff is O'°ERED to file an amended petition removing the dismissed causes 

of action frorj, her petition within 20 days of the date O! this Order. Failure to 

comply with this Order may result in a dismissal of this case. 

d. The Court fin~s that the amount of fees incurred by Defendants for defense of this 

matter throug~ the date of the hearing is reasonable and necessary. It is hereby 
: 

ORDERED_~at Defendants' request for attorney fees and costs pursuant to Tex. 

R. Civ. Proc. 191a. 7 is GRANTED. Attorney fees and costs in the amount of 

$14,101.55, pl~s $29.05 in expenses, are awarded to Defendants. Plaintiff is hereby 
I , 

' . 

ORDERED t~ pay $14,130.60 to Defendants. Execution may issue on all sums 

awarded. 

Signed this 30 day of Janu!ry , 2018. 

Signed: 1/30/201810:20 AM 

nJDGE PRESIDING 

Page 2 of2 
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Kimberly Harris~n 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Ms. Amrhein, 

Kimb~rly Harrison · · 

Thurs~ay, March 29, 2018 3:15 PM 
winsle~112@yahoo.com 

0 

Carrie I Phaneuf; Jenn·y Smiley 
· . 006-0~654-2017; Amrhein, et ·a1. v. Attorney Lennie F. Bollinger, et al. 

First Amd Supplement.pdf 

. . 

Attached please find De~endants' Amen~ed First Supplement to Their Motion for an Order Determining Plaintiff Darlene 
Amrhein To Be A Vexatious Litigant and ~equesting Security e-filed and e-served today in the above-referenced matter. 

A copy has also been forwarded to you via USPS Priority Mail. 

Thank you, 

CMW 
Kimberly Harrison 
Legal Secretary to Bill Cobb and Carrie PHaneuf 
Cobb Martinez Woodward PLLC 
1700 Pacific Avenue, Suite 3100 
Dallas, Texas 75201 
(214) 220-5211 direct 
(214) 220-5261 fax 
kharrison@cobbmartinez.com 
www.cobbmartinez.com 
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DARLENE C. AMRHEIN, ~t al, 

Plaintiffs, 

CAUSE NO. 005-02654-2017 

COUNTYCOURTATLAW 

N0.5 

V. [Hon. Dan K. Wilson] 

AITORNEY LENNIE F. BgLLINGER, AND 
WORMINTON & BOLLIN ER LAW FIRM, 

Defendants. COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

DEFENDANTS' MonbN FOR AN ORDER DETERMING PLAINTIFF DARLENE 
AMRHEIN TO BE A VEXATIOUS LITIGANT AND REQUESTING SECURJTY 

Defendants Lennie F. i Bollinger and Wormington. Law Group, PLLC d/b/a Wormington 

and Bollinger (incorrectly ruqned as "Wormington & Bollinger Law Firm") ("Defendants") file 

this Motion for an Order Det~nnip.ing that Plaintiff Darlene Amrhein ("Plaintiff'' or "Amrhein") 

is a Vexatious Litigant, and rMuesting security, pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 11 of the 

Texas Civil Practice & Remeqies Code, as follows: 

$UMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 

Defendants request that ttje Court enter an Order determining that Amrhein is a vexatious 
litigant and requiring sefurity from her. As shown below, the Court can make this 
determination under TEX.I CIV. PR.Ac. & REM. CODE § l 1.054(1)(A) because there is not 
a reasonable probability tJiat Amrhein will prevail in this lawsuit and, in the seven-year 
period immediately pretjeding the date of this motion, . Amrhein has commenced, 
prosecuted, or maintainedl at least pve litigations as a prose litigant that have been finally 
determined adversely to ~r. · · . 

The United States Dis ·ct Court of the Northern District of Texas previously 
entered a pre-filing inj nction against Amrhein and ord_ered that Amrhein was 
prohibited from filing a· y new civil action in any United States District Court unless 
first requesting leave to do so, and Amrhein was later found to have violated this 
injunction on at least tw separate occasions. Additionally, the United States District 
Court for the Eastern istrict of Texas previously determined that lawsuits by 
Amrhein were frivolous nd malicious. 

DEFENDANTS' MOTIO~ FOR AN ORDlR DETERMINING PLAINTIFF.TO BE A VEXATIOUS LITIGANT AND ~QUESTING 
SECURITY PURSUANT TO TEX. CIV. Pf:!.c. & REM CODE CHAPTER 11 ill-6 
Page 1 CJJ/ . 770 
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Further, Amrhein repeat~dly litigates the validity of the determination against the same 
defendants as to whom lthe litigation was finally determined and the same causes of 
action, claims, controvtes, and issues of fact or law determined or concluded by· the 
final determination ag · t the same defendants as to whom the litigation was finally 
determined. TEx. CIV. P C. & REM. CODE ANN. § 11.054(2), (3). 

For these reasons, Defe~dants request Amrhein be declared a vexatious litigant. 

I. . iProcedural History and Background Facts 

As a pro se litigant, D6rlene Amrhein has been filing frivolous and groundless lawsuits in 

state and federal courts sine~ at least 1996, including during the last seven years. Her current 

lawsuit is no different. As sue~ the Court must determine her to be a vexatious litigant and require 

her to post security pursuant tp Chapter 11 of the Texas Civil Practjce and Remedies Code before 

she is allowed to proceed in 1:J;ais case. 
' 
i 

On October 26, 2017, 1

1 
Plaintiff filed this lawsuit against Defendants asserting a claim for 

legal malpractice and approxiJjnately twelve other causes of action against Defendants. Defendants 

answered on November 15, l017. On November 27, 2017, Plaintiff amended her petition. On 

January 30, 2018, the Court gi/anted Defendants' Rule 91aMotion to Dismiss and dismissed all of 

Plaintiff's causes of action eJfcept for her claim for legal malpractice brought in her individual 

capacity. Thus, Amrhein' s onl¥ remaining claim is for legal malpractice as it relates to Defendants' 

representation of her in Darle~e Amrhein v. David Schroeder, in Precinct 1, Collin County Justice 

Court (referred to by Amrheiµ as "Lawsuit #1"). The Court has ordered Amrhein to amend her 

pleadings, but, as of the date qfthis motion, she has not done so.1 

! . 

In early spring of 201 ~. Amrhein r~tained Defendants to represent her with respect to a 

claim against her former ten~t. David Schroeder ("Schroeder").2 The scope of Defendants' 

1 See Order Granting Defendants' R~e 91a Motion. The deadline for Amrhein to amend in according with this 
Order is February 19, 2018. · 
2 Exhibit A. 

DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR AN ORD~R DETERMINING PLAINTIFF TO BE A VEXATIOUS LmGANT AND REQUFSTING 
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representation was limited to f laims against Schroeder for back rent and property he allegedly took 
,, 

I 

from Amrhein. 3 Based on ipf ormation from Amrhein regarding the scope and amount of her 

damages,4 J?efendants prep3*d an Original Petition to file in the Justice of the Peace Court and 

sent it to Amrhein for her revlew and approval. 5 The Original Petition alleged damages of $2300, 

and also requested discovery from Schroeder in the form of Requests for Disclosure and Requests 
! 

for Admission.6 Amrhein appf<>ved the petition on April 13, 2016,7 and Defendants thereafter filed 

it on April 26, 2016. 8 Schrtjeder filed an answer denying the allegations on or about May 18, 

2016.9 

On December 12, 20116, Amrhein faxed Defendants a 42+ page memo regarding new 

claims she wanted to bring itj the lawsuit.10 These claims were not relevant to the issue of past

due rent, lacked -merit and vJould not have led to a successful outcome at trial. 11 For example, 

Amrhein complained that Sctjroeder drank wine every night and that she had to pay for the wine; 

that he called her fat; that he s~d he would not have sex with her; that he spent time at a gun shop; 

and that he lied to her about b~ing a smoker, about being religious, as well as failed to disclose his 

former wives and divorces to ~er. 12 

On December 14, 20116, Amrhein and Defendant Bollinger had a meeting to discuss her 

case and the new allegations! she wanted to bring. 13 During the meeting, Defendant Bollinger 

explained to Amrhein that hel was not comfortable asserting any of the claims as set forth in the 

3 Exlul>it A; See also Exhibit A-1 !IJld A-2. 
4 Exhibit A; See, also January 15, 2916 Letter from Amrhein to Schroeder attached hereto as Exhibit B. 
5 Exhibit A; Exhibit A-1. ', 
6 Exhibit A-2. 
7 Exhibit A-1. 
8 Exhibit A-2. 
9 Exlul>it A-3. 
10 Exhibit A-5. 
II Exhil>it A. 
12 Exhibit A-5. 
13 Exhibit A; Exhibit A-4. 

DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR AN OR~ER DETERMINING PLAINTIFF TO BE A VEXA nous LmGANT AND REQUESTING 
SECURITY PURSUANT TO TEX. crv:}RAc. & REM CODE CHAPTER 11 · ekt. llf 
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42+page memo. 14 On Dece*ber 28, 2016, Defendant Bollinger sent Amrhein a follow up email 

stating that while she was ce~y able to make whatever claims she liked, Defendants would not 

agree to make those claim.$ because Defendants did not agree that the claims had merit.15 
i 

Defendants suggested that d~e to the · differing opinions regarding claims that should be made, 

' 

strategy and outcomes, Amr~ein may want to obtain clitt:erent counsel.16 

On December 29, 20t6, Amrhein asked Defendant Bollinger to continue the case due to 

medical procedures she was ~aving, and he complied.17 After receiving a letter from her medical 

provider regarding her proct¥ure, Defendants obtained a continuance of the trial date until late 

June 2017.18 

In April 2017, Amr*ein sent two emails to Defendants that inadvertently went into 

Defendant Bollinger's SP~ filter. 19 One email again asked Def~ndants to agree to amend 

Amrhein's pleadings to assertlthe meritless allegations against Schroeder. 20 In response, Defendant 

Bollinger again explained h~ would not agree to bring claims that lacked merit and advised he 

would be filing a motion to ~dn!,w due to their disagreement on how to proceed and the differing 

views on the claims that coul~ be asserted. 21 

' 

The court granted Detendants' Motion to Withdraw on May 12, 2017.22 

Thereafter, on or ahoJt May 15, 2017, Amrhein, prose, filed a verified amended petition 
' 

in which she swore that het damages did not exceed $10,000.23 The amended petition also 

14 Exhibit A. 
15 Exhibit A; Exhibit A-4. 
16 Id. 
17 Exhibit A; Exhibit A-4. 
18 Exhibit A; Exhibit A-4. 
19 Exhibit A; Exhibit A-4. 
20 Exhibit A; Exhibit A-4. 
21 Exhibit A; Exhibit A-4. 
22 Exhibit A; Exhibit A-6. 
23 Exhibit A-7, p. 8. 
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contained additional Reques~ for Disclosure and Requests for Admission.24 On June 29, 2017, 

Amrhein, pro se, filed a veri~ed supplemental petition in which she swore that her damages were 

$9775.00.25 

Five months after De~endants' withdrawal, on October 16, 2017, the court entered an order 

finding that Amrhein's first ~ended petition failed to plead damages and therefore Schroeder's 

motion to dismiss would b~ granted with prejudice.26 The court's order further found that 

discovery was not authorize4 by the Court, and sanctioned Amrhein by ordering that she not 

file another civil cause of a~tion against Schroeder until first authorized by the court.27 The 

same day, Amrhein filed a Motion for Leave for Permission to File against Defendant "Good 

Cause. " On October 18, 20117, the court entered an order finding that after reviewing the Motion 

' 
for L~ave, it asked for an av.,ard beyond the jurisdictional limits of the court in the amount of 

$13,208.00 and so the court cjenied Amrhein's request to replead her cause of action.28 

Not satisfied, Amrhetn,, pro se, appealed her case to the County Court at Law No. 2 of 

Collin County, Texas. On Dbcember 14, 2017, the county court dism:issed·the appeal for want of 

jurisdiction. 29 

Plaintiff's Amended :Petition in this matter is, at best, vague and ambiguous. Most of the 

64 page amended pleading is merely a cut and paste of black letter law, and/or commentary on 
' 

same, from various unidenµfied sources withput tying the law to any alleged facts as to 

Defendants. These regurgita#ons ~flegal commentary do not, in and of themselves, give rise to a 

cause of action against Defeq<iants. Regardless, Defendants did not cause Plaintiff's alleged harm 

24 ExhlbitA-7,pp.16-17. 
25 Exhibit A-8, p. 14. 
26 Exhibit A-9. 
27 Exhibit A-9. 
28 Exhibit A-10. 
29 Exhibit A-11. 
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and thus Plaintiff has no reas~nable probability that she will prevail against Defendants in this suit. 

That is because, no matter hpw framed, Plaintiff's claims against Defendants on her remaining 

legal malpractice claim as i1 relates to Lawsuit #1 against Schroeder are ultimately based on 

Defendants' withdrawal froitj the representation and the subsequent dismissal of the lawsuit. But 

Plaintiff's case was dismiss~d, not because of any alleged act or omission of Defendants, but 

because of Plaintiff's amend~ pleadings ~he filed prose after Defendants' withdrew. Plaintiff's 

amended pleadings were an iptervening and/or superseding cause that resulted in the dismissal of 

the case. · 

Defendants now file ~s Motion for Order Determining Plaintiff Amrhein a Vexatious 

Litigant and Requesting Sec*1ty before the 90th day after the date Defendants filed the original 

answer. See Tex. Civ. Prac. i& Rem. Code § 11.051. There is not a reasonable probability that 

Plaintiff will prevail on her l~gal malpractice claims, and Amrhein has commenced, prosecuted, 

or maintained in the seven years prior to Defendants' Motion more than five prose litigations that 

have been finally adverselyi decided against her. In addition, after litigation has been finally 

determined against Plaintiff,iAmrhein repeatedly relitigates or attempts to relitigate, prose, the 

validity of the determinatiotj against the same defendants as to whom the litigation was finally 

determined. Moreover, Amrp.ein's conduct and pleadings have previously been declared to be 

frivolous and a pre-filing inj*1iction aheady exists against Amrhein in federal district court.30 

II. EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT OF MOTION 
! 

In support of this motion, Defendants rely upon the following exhibits which are attached 

hereto and adopted by refe1*ce as if fully set forth herein, as well ·as Amrhein's own pieadings, 

motions, testimony, andjudi~ial opinions, and judgments/mandates: 

30 Exhibit F-2. 
. I 
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Exhibit A: 
i . 

Affici4vit of Lennie Bollinger 

Exhibit A-1: 

Exhibit A-2: 

April ~016 Emails b.etween Bollinger and Amrhein 

Ori~al Petition (April 26, 2016) 

Exhibit A-3: Schro~der's Original Answer (May 18, 2016) 

Exhibit A-4: Email~ between Bollinger and Amrhein 

Exhibit A-5: Amrh~in's 42+ page memo 

Exhibit A-6: Moti~ to Withdraw (May 11, 2017) and Order Granting Motion to 
With~aw (May 12, 2017) 

Exhibit A-7: First 4-mended Petition (May 15, 2017) 

Exhibit A-8: Suppl~ment to ~irst Amended Pleadings (June 29, 2017) 

Exhibit A-9: Order!ofDismissal (Oct. 16, 2017) 

Exhibit A-10: OrderjDenying Cause of Action (Oct. 18, 2017) 

Exhibit A-11: OrderlDismissing JP Appeal (Dec. 14, 2017) 

Exhibit A-12: Plain~ff's Motion for Reconsideration (Dec. 15, 2017) 

Exhibit B: February 15, ~016 Letter from Amrhein to Schroeder with alleged damages 

Exhibit C: Balistreri-A7rirrhein v. AH!, 05-09-01377-CV, Dallas Court of Appeals 
i 

Exhibit C-1: Opini~n denying interlocutory appeal (July 6, 2011) 
I 

Exhibit C-2: Opinipn and Final Judgment (July 31, 2012) 

Exhibit D: Amrhein v. Lf Madeleine, et al., No. 3:l 1-CV-02440-P, U.S. District Court for the 
Northern Disµict of Texas · 

Exhibit D-1: Orderldismissing claims with prejudice (Dec. 21, 2012) 
I 

Exhibit D-2: Final fudgment (Dec. 31, 2012) 

Exhibit D-3: Fifth (;ircuit Opinion affirming trial court's judgment (January 5, 2015) 
i 

Exhibit D-4: Supre~e Court Opinion denying petition for writ of certiorari (October 5, 
2015)1 · . . 

Exhibit D-5: Suprepie Court Opinion denying petition for rehearing (November 30, 
2015)! 

Exhibit E: Amrhein v. Lt Madeleine, et al, 06-12-00107-CV, Texarkana Court of Appeals 

Exhibit-E-1: Memqrandum Opinion affirming trial court judgment (March 6, 2013) 

Exhibit E-2: Opin4ig overruling motion for rehearing (March 26, 2013) 
! 
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SECURITY PURSUANT TO TEX- ~RAC. & REM CODE CHAPTER 11 ~L 
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Exhibit E-3: Opini4g overruling further motion for rehearing (April 16, 2013) 

Exhibit E-4: Op~g overruling motion for reconsideration en bane (April 30; 2013) 

Exhibit E-S: Opini4n denying petition for review with Texas Supreme Court (February 
7, 201~) 

Exhibit E-6: Opini~n denying motion for rehearing of petition for review (April 4, 2014) 

Exhibit F: Amrhein v. R~echert, et al, No. 3:12-CV-03707-G-BK, U.S. District Court for the 
Northern Dis1jrict of Texas 

I 

Exhibit F-1: Findin~, Conclusions, and Recommendations (February 1, 2013) 

Exhibit F-2: OrderlAccepting Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendation of the 
Unitei States Magistrate Judge (March 21, 2013)-including pre-filing 
injun¢tion 

Exhibit F-3: Final J~dgment (March 21, 2013) 

Exhibit Ir-4: 5th Cuicuit Court of Appeals Order granting di~missal of appeal (November 
3, 20114) . 

Exhibit G: Amrhein v. ~rrilli, et at No. 4:16-CV-112, U.S. District Court· for the Eastern 
District of 'I'e~as 

Exhibit G-l: Reportiand Recommendation of Magistrate Judge (Oct. 7, 2016)-including 
findings that Amrhe";n violated pre-filing injunction and that claims were frivolous and 
mallcious. ! 

Exhibit G-2: Memqrandum Adopting Report and Recommendation of United States 
Magistrate Judge (F~. 24, 2017) · 

ExhibitH: Amrhein v. ~nited States of America, et al., No. 4:16-CV-00223, U.S. District 
Court for the :Eastern District of Texas 

Exhibit H-1: Repoi
1 

and Recommendation of Magistrate Judge (June 23, 20l7)
includi11g findings hat Amrhein violated pre-filing injunction and that claims were 
frivolous and malic us. 

Exhibit H-2: Mettjorandum Adopting Report and Recommendation of United States 
Magistrate Judge (S~pt. 6, 2017) . 

Exhibit I: Excerpts fror.,· Deposition of Darlene C: Amrhein taken in Amrhein v. Prosperity 
Bank, et al., o. 199-05352-2016, 199th District Court, Collin County Texas, on 
Oct. 27, 201 . 

I 
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SECURITY PURSUANI TO~ cif PRAC. & REM CODE CHAPTER 11 atJJc 
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m.; ARGUMENT AND AUTHORITIES 
i 

A. Overview of Cbapte~ 11 TCPRC-the "Vexatious Litigant" Statute 

In Chapter 11 of thel Texas Civil Practice & Remedies Code, the Texas Legislature 

addresses the problem of "v~xatious litigants"-persons who abuse the legal system by filing 

numerous, frivolous lawsuits. i See TEX. CIV. PRAC. & REM. CODE'§§ 11.001-.104; see Cooper v. 

McNulty, No. 05-15-00801-qY, 2016 Tex. App. LEXIS 11333 at *6; 2016 WL 6093999 (Tex. 

App.-Dallas, Oct. 19, 2016)1 (citing In re Douglas, 333 S.W.3d 273, 282 (Tex. App.-Houston 
' 

[1st Dist.] 2010, pet. denied)).
1 

. ·! 
Section 11.051 of the $:atute provides that a defendant may "on or before the 90th day after 

the date the defendant files th~ original answer or makes a special appearance, move the court for · 

an order determining that the plaintiff is. a vexatious litigant and requiring the plaintiff to furnish 

security." TEX. CIV. PRAC. & REM. CODE§ 11.051. Upon the filing of a Section 11.051 motion, 

the court must conduct anl evidentiary hearing to determine whether the defendant has 

demonstrated as a threshold Itjatter that ''there is not a reasonable probability that the plaintiff will 

prevail in the litigation against the defendant" plus any one of the following three criteria: 

(1) 

(2) 

[that] the pl~tiff, in the seven-year period immediately preceding the date the 
defendant makts the motion ... has commenced, prosecuted, or maintained at least 
five litigations ~ a pro se litigant other than in a small claims court that have been: 

(A) 

(B) 

(C) 

i . 

finally aetermined adversely to the plaintiff; 
I 

permitt~d to remain pending at least two years without having been brought 
to trial ~r hearing; or 

determined by a trial or appellate court to be frivolous or groundless under 
state or I federal laws or rules of procedure; . 

after litigationj_ bas been finally determined against the plaintiff, the plaintiff 
repeatedly reli~gates or attempts to relitigate, prose, either: 

i 

I , 

DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR AN OMER DETERMINING PLAINTIFF TO B~ A VEXATIOUS LITIGANT AND REQUESTING 

:!~PURSUANTTOTEX.CIV,1 .. RAC.&REMCODECHAPTERll . . ~~· . 

IN9 ' . . 
I • 

I . . 

https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?FindType=L&pubNum=1000188&cite=TXCPR 11.051
https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?cite=333+S.W.+3d+273&fi=co_pp_sp_4644_282&referencepositiontype=s
https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?cite=2016+WL+6093999


(A) 
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the v~dity of the determination against the same defendant as to whom the 
litigatitn was finally determined; or· 

the i of action, claim, controversy, or. any of the issues of fuel or law 
dete · ed or concluded by the final determination against the same 
defen t as to whom the litigation was finally determined; or 

(3) the plaintiff h*5 previously been declared to be a vexatious litigant by a state or 
federal court ~ an action or proceeding based on the same or substantially similar 
facts, transitio~,31 or occurrence. . 

TEX. CIV. PRAc. & REM. CociE § 11.054 ( emphasis added); see Akinwamide v. Transp. Ins. Co., 

499 S.W.3d 511, 531 (Tex. 4pp.-Houston [1st Dist.] 2016, pet. denied);Jones v. Markel, No. 

14-14-00216-CV, 2015 Tex. f\.pp. LEXIS 6273 at *9-12 (Tex. App.-Houston [14th Dist.] June 

23, 2015, pet. denied). A tri~ court's determination that prose plaintiff is a vexatious litigant is 

reviewed under an abuse of di~cretion standard. Ha"is v. Rose, 204 S. W.3d 903, 906 (Tex. App.

Dallas 2006, no pet.). 

As more fully explained below, Defendants are entitled to a declaration that Amrhein is a 
i 

"vexatious litigant'' because: (1) there is ''not a reasonable probability" that Amrhein will prevail 

(TEX. CIV. PRAc. & REM. C~DE § 11.054), and (2) in the past seven (7) years, Amrhein has 

commenced or maintained more than five litigations as a pro se litigant that have been "determined 

adversely" to her (§ l l.054(~)(A)). Additionally, after litigation has been finally determined 

against her, Amrhein repeateclly litigates the validity of the determination against her, and other 

courts have determined her plfadings to be frivolous, have sanctioned µer, and imposed pre-filing 

injunctions against her as a re$ult. 

I 

. 
31 It appears that the word "transitio~" in the statute is a typographical error and should be "transaction." See Scott v. 
Mireles, 294 S.W.3d 306, 308 ('Ijex. App.-Corpus Christi 2009, no pet.) (quoting statute as "transaction"). 
Defendants have not located any Te~as cases in which the word ''transition" was deten:ninativ,e, and it is not at issue 
in the present case. I 

DEFENDANTS' MOTION FO~ AN O"lR DETERMINING PLAINTIFF TO BE A VEXATIOUS LmGANT AND REQUESTING 
SECURITY PURSUANT TO TEX. CIV ~iA.c. & REM CODE CHAPTER 11 
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CAUSE NO. 006-02654-2017 

DARLENEC. AMRHEIN, ~t al, COUNTY COURT AT LAW 

N0.6 Plaintiffs, 

v. [Hon. Jay Bender] 

ATTORNEY LENNIE F. BbLLINGER, AND 
WORMINTON & BOLLINOER LAW FIRM, 

I 

Defendants. COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

DEFENDANTS' AME~DED FIRST SUPPLEMENT TO THEIR MOTION FOR AN 
ORDER DETERMININ<j, PLAINTIFF DARLENE AMRHEIN TO BE A VEXA nous 

LIT~GANT AND REQUESTING SECURITY 

Defendants Lennie F.,Bollinger and Wormington Law Group, PLLC d/b/a Wormington 

and Bollinger (incorrectly n~ed as "Wormington & Bollinger Law Firm") ("Defendants") file 

the attached Affidavit of Carrie Johnson Phaneuf as Exhibit "J", to supplement their Motion for 

an Order Determining that Pl~intiff Darlene Amrhein ("Plaintiff' or "Amrhein") is a Vexatious 

Litigant, and requesting secufity, pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 11 of the Texas Civil 

Practice & Remedies Code. 

Exhibit J, attached her~to and adopted by reference as if fully set forth herein, is filed in 
I 

support of Defendants' pendi1g request for Plaintiff to post security in connection with the relief 

requested pursuant to their M1tion to Declare Plaintiff Darlene C. Amrhein a Vexatious Litigant 

and Requesting Security. 

Specifically, Defendan~s request the Court enter an order requiring Plaintiff to furnish 
' 

security for the benefit of Defetlidants in the amount of $160,000.00 in accordance with Texas Civil 
! 

Practice & Remedies Code §I~ .0055. 

~/i;/~ 
I • ~!~ ~ 

DEFENDANTS" AMENDED SUPPLEMEN1 TO THEIR MOTION FOR AN ORDER DETERMINING PLAINTIFF DARLENE AMRHEIN 
TO BE A VEXATIOUS LITIGANT AND REPUESTING SECURITY - Page I 
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As set forth in Exhib~t J, the amount of $_160,000.00 constitutes Defendants' estimate of 
i • 

the reasonable expenses theyi will incur in or ln connection with a litigation commenced, caused 
I 
! 

to be commenced, maintain~d, or caused to be maintained by Plaintiff, including costs and 

attorneys' fees. 

WHEREFORE, PRfMISES CONSIDERED, Defenqants Lennie F. Bollinger and 

Wormington.& Bollinger, respectfully request that the Court: 

(1) immediately stay ~is litigation pursuant to Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code§ 11.052; 

(2) set the foregoing ~otion for hearing with notice to all parties pursuant to Tex. Civ. 

Prac. & Rem. Code§ 11.053;: 

(3) sign and enter an o~der declaring Plaintiff Amrhein a vexatious litigant pursuant to Tex. 

Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code § 11 f 054 and requiring Plaintiff to furnish security in accord with Tex. 

Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code § 11.~55. 

Defendants also reque~t such other and further relief to which they may· show themselves 

justly entitled both at law and ,n equity. 

i 

Re~pectfully submitteq, 

By: Isl Carrie J. Phaneuf 
CARRIE JOHNSON PHANEUF 
Texas Bar No. 24003790 
cphaneuf@cobbmartinez.com 
JENNIFER SMILEY 
Texas Bar No. 24082004 
jsmiley@cobbmartinez.com 

COBB MARTINEZ·WOODWARD PLLC 
1700 Pacific A venue, Suite 3100 
Dallas, Texas 75201 
Phone: 214.220.5201 
Facsimile: 214.220.5251 
ATTORNEYS FOR LENNIE F. BOLLINGER 
AND WORMINGTON & BOLLINGER 

I . • 

DEFENDANTS' AMENDED SUPPLEMEN~TOTHEIR MOTION FOR AN ORDER DE.TERMIN!NG PLAINTIFF DARLENE AMRHEIN 
TO BE A VEXATIOUS LITIGANT AND RE UESTINO SECURITY - Page 2 _ / /. // /7 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing instrument has been 
forwarded to Darlene Amrhdin, prose, by via electronic service through FileTime, e-mail, and 
priority mail on March 29, 2d18. 

Darlene Amrhein 
112 Winsley Circle 
McKinney, Texas 75071 
Winsley112@yahoo.com 

Isl Carrie Johnson Phaneuf 
CARRIE PHANEUF 

DEFENDANTS' AMENDED SUPPLEMEN~ TO THEIR MOTION FOR AN ORDER DETERMINING PLAINTIFF DARLENE AMRHEIN 
TO BE A VEXATIOUS LITIGANT AND REPUESTING SECURITY - Page 3 . . /, // ~ 
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CAUSE NO. 006-02654-2017 

DARLENE C. AMRHEIN, el al, 

Plaintiffs, 

COUNTYCOURTATLAW 

N0.6 

V. [Hon. Jay Bender] 

ATTORNEY LENNIE F. BQLLINGER, AND 
WORMINTON & BOLLINQERLA W FIRM, 

Defendants. COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

AMENDED MFIDA VIT OF CARRIE JOHNSON PHANEUF 

STATE OF TEXAS 
DALLAS COUNTY 

Before me, the under*igned notary, on this day personally appeared Carrie Johnson 
Phaneuf, the affiant, who, being by me duly sworn, on oath testified as follows: 

' 

I. "My name is CFrie Johnson Phaneuf. I am over 18 years of age, of sound mind, 
and capable of making this *1fidavit. The facts stated herein are within my personal knowledge 
and are true and correct. ' 

2. This affidavit it filed in connection with Defendants Lennie F. Bollinger and 
Wormington Law Group, [LLC d/b/a Wormington and Bollinger's (incorrectly named as 
"Wormington & Bollinger1Law Firm") ("Defendants") pending request for Plaintiff to post 
security in connection witli the relief requested pursuant to their Motion to Declare Plaintiff 
Darlene C. Amrhein a Vex~tious Litigant and Requesting Security. 

I 

3. I am an attome~ duly licensed to practice law in the State of Texas since 1998. I 
have 19 years of experienct in the practice of litigation. I practice law as a member of Cobb 
Martinez Woodward PLLq 1700 Pacific Ave., Suite 3100, Dallas, Texas 75201. 

' 

4. Defendants Letjnie F. Bollinger and Wormington Law Group, PLLC d/b/a 
Wormington and Bollinger retained Cobb Martinez Woodward PLLC to represent them in this 
lawsuit. I am lead counsel or record for Defendants in the case. I have participated in and have 
personal knowledge of this lease and the work performed in the representation of Defendants. 
I also have personal knowl~dge of the work that will be required to defend this case in the 
event it proceeds to trial. ' · 

' 
5. From Novembe~ 2, 2017, to March 28, 2018, Defendants incurred $54,768.88 in 

! 

Amended Affidavit of Carrie Johnson!' Phaneuf - page 1 
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attorneys' fees and expens;

1 

sin defending this lawsuit (see Exhibit J-1 - billing statements). In 
addition, it is anticipated at another 20 hours of attorney time will be necessary to prepare 
for the hearing on the Mof on, for a total of approximately $5,200.00. Thus, the total amount 
offees incurred in defensr of this case through a hearing on the vexatious litigant motion, 
plus expenses will be ar,proximately $59,968.88. This total amount does not include 
secretarial time, overhead 

I 
expenses, printing, scanning, LexisNexis or other legal research 

database expenses. 

6. I am familiar Wlth legal services Cobb Martinez Woodward PLLC has rendered for 
Defendants in this case, iµid certify that the legal services rendered were reasonable and 
necessary legal services inl the defense of the case. The issues involved in this case required 
Cobb Martinez WoodwardiPLLC to defend this case by, among other things: (1) investigating 
the claims, (2) researchin and analyzing legal issues, (3) drafting pleadings, (4) consulting 
with Defendants, (5) eng ging in dispositive motion practice, including researching and 
preparing a motion to de lare plaintiff a vexatious litigant and requesting security under 
Chapter 11 of the TEXAS C IL PRACTICE AND REMEDIES CODE, and a Motion to Dismiss under 
Rule 91a of the Texas Rule of Civil Procedure, (6) studying the pleadings, motion papers, and 
briefing filed by the plain ti , (7) conducting legal research regarding Chapter 11 of the TEXAS 
CIVIL PRACTICE AND RE~DIES CODE and related case law, (8) preparing for and conducting 
the hearing on the Motio1 to Declare Plaintiff a Vexatious Litigant, and (9) taking other 
necessary actions to perfoqn legal services properly. More detailed descriptions of that work 
are reflected in Exhibit A, ~ur firm's billing statements. 

7. The Cobb Mart~ez Woodward PLLC attorneys that have rendered services on this 
matter include myself, Jeqnifer Smiley (Associate, licensed since 2015), and Virginia Cox 
(Associate, licensed since tOl 7). Our attorneys' work is billed and paid for by Defendants at 
the following hourly rates: i Phaneuf - $260.0; Smiley, Cox - $195.00. I am familiar with the 
rates charged by litigation!,'ounsel in the Dallas, Texas market. In my opinion, the hourly rates 
charged by Cobb Martinez oodward for the work of these attorneys is well within the typical 
range in the market and th . those rates are reasonable. 

8. Cobb Martinez iWoodward PLLC's invoices, which have been redacted only as 
necessary to preserve atttrney-client privileged matters, and which set forth the work 
performed in detail, are att ched hereto as Exhibit J-1 and incorporated herein by reference. 
Those billing statements re ect a contemporaneous record of who performed the services, at 
what hourly rate, when the'! services were performed, and how much time the work required. 
These billing statements ~ave been presented to Defendants for payment. The billing 
statements are kept by Cob~ Martinez Woodward PLLC in the regular course of business, and 
I am a custodian of those records. The information contained in the records was prepared in 
the regular course of businhs by employees of Cobb Martinez Woodward PLLC, who have 
personal knowledge of the ¥llormation recorded therein. The records were made at or near the 
time or reasonably soon ~r the time that the services were provided. The records are exact 
duplicates of the originals,! with the exception of minor redactions to protect attorney-client 
privilege. · 

9. If this case pro~esses to trial, based on the voluminous pleadings already filed by 
I 
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Plaintiff in this case, in i' dition to examples of filings by Plaintiff in other cases she has 
litigated, Defendants anti ipate they will be required to make an additional substantial 
investment of attorney ti e and resources. Discovery will include at least four fact witness 
depositions; and, based on the allegations, experts will be needed in the area of legal 
malpractice. At this point, a trial of 3-4 days would be a conservative estimate. From my 
experience, attorney fees '11d expenses will exceed $100,000.00 beyond the amount already 
expended. 

10. In my opinion, llie fees and costs incurred by Defendants for defense of this matter, 
and that will be incurred,! through the date of the hearing in the amount of $59,968.88 are 
reasonable and necessary.Im reaching my opinions on attorneys' fees in this case, I took into 
account the following faciors as prescribed by Rule 1.04 of the Texas Rules of Professional 
Conduct: · 

a. the time and labori required, the novelty and difficulty of the questions involved, and 
the skill required t~ perform the legal service properly; 

b. the likelihood tha~ the acceptance of the particular employment will preclude other 
employment; 

c. the fee customaril~ charged in the locality for similar legal services; 

d. the amount involv~d and the results obtained; 

e. the time limitations imposed by the client or by the circumstances; 

f. the nature and len&ili of the professional relationship with the client; 

g. the experience, repµtation, and ability of the lawyer or lawyers performing the services; 
and 

h. whether the fee is !fixed or contingent on results obtained or uncertainty of collection 
before the legal setvices have been rendered. 

See Arthur Anderson & Co. v.j Perry Equipment Corp., 945 S.W.2d 812,818 (Tex. 1997). 

i 

11. In addition, shpuld there be any proceeding in any court, state or federal, directly 
or indirectly appealing or attacking the judgment rendered in this cause, Cobb Martinez 
Woodward PLLC may re~onably be expected to perform further legal services on behalf of 
Defendants, including buti not limited to research of law applicable to the legal bases for such 
proceedings, preparation bf pleadings, briefs, and court exhibits for use in such proceedings, 
and preparation for and abpearances at such proceedings. Additional conditional reasonable 
attorneys' fees for procee~gs appealing or attacking the judgment would be as follows: 

(A) In the event of!an appeal to the Court of Appeals is made, the sum of$29,900. This 
would includ~ anticipated review and analysis of the record on appeal, legal 
research, revie~ and analysis of an appellant's brief, preparation of an appellee's 
brief, review apd analysis of an appellant's reply brief, communication with other 

I 

I 
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counsel, prepl'ation and review of motions, docketing statement, record requests 
and the like, eparation and presentation of oral argument, and preparation of 
motions or re ponses to motions for rehearing. This estimate is based on a 
projection of 115 hours of attorney time at $260 per hour. 

(B) In the event a P~tition for Review is filed to the Texas Supreme Court, or a response 
to a Petition for Review, the sum of $9,750. This estimate is based on a projection 
of37.5 hours of attorney time at $260 per hour. 

(C) In the further e~ent of full merits briefing being requested by the Texas Supreme 
Court, the furthFr sum of$13,000. This estimate is based on a projection of50 hours 
of attorney tim¢ at $260 per hour. 

(C) In the event a Wetition for Review is granted by the Supreme Court of Texas, the 
further sum ofl $11,700. This estimate is based on a projection of 45 hours of 
attorney time blocated among Phaneuf and an appellate partner such that their 
blended rate is ~260 per hour. 

12. Based on the $59,968.88 iqcurred for defense of this matter anticipated through the date of the 
hearing, in addition to thef· $100,000 in fees and expenses that Defendants anticipate will be 
incurred through a trial of this matter, Defendants request the Court enter an order requiring 
Plaintiff to furnish securi for the benefit of Defendants in the amount of $160,000.00 in 
accordance with Texas Ci~il Practice & Remedies Code§ 11.0055. 

13. The amount of $160,000.pO constitutes Defendants' reasonable expenses incurred in or in 
connection with a litigatioµ commenced, caused to be commenced, maintained, or caused to 
be maintained by Plaintiff,lincluding costs and attorneys' fees. 

This concludes my testimony.'~ 

SUBSCRIBED AND $WORN TO BEFORE ME on this the~ay ofv'\J..RvJA_,, 
2018, to certify which witness lmy hand and seal of 

i 

~t'$.,~~i;~,._ KIMBERLY LANE HARRISON 
ff(~f~~ Notary Public, State of 1exas 
~'!l.',,)!11{,:;,~ Comm. Expires 12-0H021 

~~i.*i;1,~ Notary ID 1267194~5 
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~l 
C~ Martinez Woodward PLLc0 

Inquiry +ctivity Worked/Billed Report (Inception-to-Date) 

Client/Matter: 0032 Allied World Assuranc~ Company/ 00043 Amrhein, Darlene v. Wormington Law Group, Lennie F. Bollinger 
I 

!, Billing Attorney: CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 

~ ~ CHb E:!D, ~s;m-Ci!lib !;1g Imil 

Unbilled: 5~.20 11,700.50 36.03 0.00 11,736.53 

Billed (Worked): 19~.oo 42,913.00 119.35 0.00 43,032.35 

Worked Totals: 24~.20 54,613.50 155.38 0.00 54,768.88 

Mark Up/Down: (6~0) (1,248.00) (62.60) 0.00 (1,310.60) 

Discount: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Billed: 18~.60 41,665.00 56.75 0.00 41,721.75 

Billable: 248.20 
! 

54,613.50 155.38 0.00 54,768.88 

Non-Billable: owo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Admin: , 0(00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Total: 248(20 54,613.50 155.38 0.00 54,768.88 

smi:zlm1111 B11ci112; ~ Em ~Hb E:10, ~QD~Hb 6112, .I9iil 

CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf st.so 25,428.00 155.38 0.00 25,583.38 

JLS Jennifer L. Smiley 141.40 28,743.00 0.00 0.00 28,743.00 

RH Rose Hernandez 1 .. 50 150.00 0.00 0.00 150.00 

VC Virginia Cox 1',.50 292.50 0.00 0.00 292.50 
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Time Fees 

0 

Tkpr/Exp ActMtv pescr!ption 
I • 

0 
Work~d Values BIiied Valmts 

411688 11/02/2017 CJPCarrieJ.Phane4f 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Begin review and analysis of cl!entl.memo regarding facts of underlying cas~ and strategy for responding to lawsuit 

411687 11/02/2017 CJP Carr!eJ. Phane~ 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Phone conference with Lennie Bollinger regarding 

411688 11/02/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phane~ 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Begin review ot·petttion anci asses~ deaci1irie to ctrait anci flie answer 

411689 11/02/2017 CJPCarr!eJ.Phan 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft email with Michelle Morren 

411887 11/03/2017 CJPCameJ.Phane. 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Review email from client regardin~ pleadlng flied by plaintiff with various admissions In underlying "9se 

0.10 260.00 26.00 

0.10 260.00 26.00 

412969 11/06/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phane 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.40 260.00 104.00 

Review and analyze plalntifl's e · on, factual allegations, and causes of action In preparation for draftin answer as well as to 
determine · 

412970 11/06/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phane 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.30 260.00 78.00 
I 

Continue .review and an::re clie1 memo regarding facts of case and strategy moving forward regarding 
C ! 

412973 11/06/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Phane~ 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.30 260.00 78.00 

Review and analyze federal court bleadlngs and orders In another case where plaintiff sued prose and court Imposed Injunction 
due to vexatious filing for support ,f possible vexatious litigant motion · 

412974 11/06/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phan 020 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 
'-

Review and an 10 d fil n s In Collin County district court and small claims court where plaintiff sued prose for 
support of 

4129n 11/06/2017 CJPCarrieJ. Phane 52.00 

Assess grounds for possible .. 
413258 11/0812017 CJP Carrie J. Phane~ 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Review email from cllent regardintj Amrhein's deposition In another case 

413259 11/0812017 CJP Carrie J. Phaner 0.50 260.00 130.00 0.60 260.00 130.00 

Phone conference with client reg Ing plan for responding to suit with 
as well as possible , and regarding Amrheln's prior deposHl6n testimony 

413583 11/0812017 JLS JennlferL SmU y 0.50 195.00 97.50 0.60 195.00 97.50 

413584 11/08/2017 JLSJennlferLSmil y 1.80 ·195.00 351.00 1.80 195.00 351.00 

Reviewed 13 page petition In prelratlon for drafting answer 

Reviewed ciient documents, lnclu Ing pleadings In underlying case, email correspondence between cffent and underlying 
plaintiff, plaintiffs 42 page memo ndum to client, client's motlon to withdraw as counsel In underlying representation, cllent's 
memorandum to counsel : · 

413594 11/0912017 JLS Jennifer L Smilty 0.50 195.00 97.50 0.50 195.00 97.50 

Drafted special exceptions relatedito plalntifl's petition in preparation of drafting answer 

413595 11/0912017 JLS Jennifer L Smll+y 2.00 195.00 390.00 2.00 195.00 390.00 

Drafted answer Including general 1enlal, affirmative defenses, and special exceptions related to fraud and malpractice claims 

413596 11/10/2D1i JLSJenniferL Smil+y _ 0.50 195.0D 97.50 0.50 195.00 97.50 

Reviewed plalntifl's 13 page petitltn for drafting answer 
I 
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413597 11/10/2017 

0 

Worked Values 

~ ,Bgm Am2.lmt 
0.50 195.00 97.50 

Review rules and secondary sou s regarding drafting special exceptions related to form deficiencies 

~illed Values 
91l£ .Bm Ammmt 
0.50 195.00 97.50 

413598 11110/2017 JLS Jennifer L Smil~y 4.00 195.00 780.00 2.50 195.00 487.50 

Drafted special exceptions relate4 to petition's claims of fraud, breach o.f fiduciary duty, breach of contract, conspiracy, negligent 
misrepresentation, vlolatlons of n)les of ethics and rules of cMI procedure, and claim for exemplary damages 

413599 11/10/2017 JLSJenniferLSmi~Y 0.30 195.00 58.50 0.30 195.00 58.50 

Reviewed elements of causes of ~ctlon of cMI conspiracy, negligent misrepresentation for special exceptions 

413600 11/10/2017 JLSJenniferLSmi~y 1.00 195.00 195.00 1.00 195.00 195.00 

Revised 21 page answer, affirma,ve defenses and special exceptions 

413751 11113/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phan~uf 0.50 260.00 130.00 0.50 260.00 130.00 

· Phone conference and emails wtth client regarding answer and special exceptions -- :. 

413752 11/13/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phan uf . 0.60 260.00 

Pho~e conference qnd emaU 

413753 11/13/2017 CJPCarrleJ.Phan~uf 0.90 260.00 234.00 0.90 260.00 234.00 

Revise answer [21 pages] to petit)on including special exceptions to plalntifl's allegations citing to over 16 different cases, and 
asserting affirmative defenses 

413754 11/13/2017 CJP carrteJ. Phan~uf 0.80 260.00 208.00 0.80 260.00 208.00 

Continue r~vlew of plaintiff prose'~ voluminous other court filings and orders issued against her [6] i 
. . 

413801 11/13/2017 JLS Jennifer L Sm y 

Reviewed Issue 

413899 11/14/2017 CJPCarrleJ.Phan uf 

Receipt and review of document~ and pleadings~ l01QE1rlyi.ng laws~ 11! 
preparation for drafting dlscoverylto Amrhein; r 

413900 11/14/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phan~uf 0.10 

Phone call to client to discuss d~ answer 

260.00 104.00 

·+ .!..! 
260.00 26.00 

195.00 97.50 

260.00 104.00 ... 
0.10 260.00 26.00 

414204 11/15/2017 CJP CarrleJ. Phan~uf 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.30 260.00 78.00 

Revise answer to include special ~xceptlons regarding allegations of cMI rights and dlcrlmlnatlon violations 

414205 11/15/2017 CJPCarrleJ.Phan4uf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Phony fPj:~:~:~~:t~~gs:nV:ed answer 

414920 11/2612017 CJP CarrleJ. Phan!uf 0.90 260.00 234.00 0.90 260.00 234.00 

Review and analyze documents btained from underlying defendant David Schroeder regarding federal court Injunctions against 
Amrhein to filing suit In both the astern District and Northern District ofTexas and analyze additional documents referenced 
therein for possible vexatious litig nt motion against Amrhein 

414921 11125/2017 CJP CarrleJ. Phan uf 1.00 260.00 260.00 1.00 260.00 260.00 

Review and analyze documents iom client, Including communications with plaintiff [10 emails, 6 pleadlngslorders, and 42 page 
memo from Amrhein] from underl~ng case and assess defenses Including rule 91 a motion, vexatious litigant motion and 
discovery to plaintiff , 

414922 11/25/2017 CJPCanieJ.Phan1uf 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.30 260.00 78.00 

Draft lengthy email to client regarf Ing additional documents needed from underlying case to prepare defenses, rule 91a motion, 
vexatious litigant motion, as well s discovery to plaintiffs · 

415091 11/26/2017 JLS Jennifer L Smi ey 0.10 195.00 19.50 0.10 195.00 19.50 

Responded to email regarding pl~ntifl's hearing 
! 
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415122 11/27/2017 

Q1l( Rem Am9Dn.t 
0.40 260.00 104.00 

Qt!£ Rm Ammmt 
0.40 260.00 104.00 

Review and analyze plaintiff's mot! n to recuse judge because underlying case also pending in same court and assess response 
to same considering stab.Jtory grou ds for recusal and possible motion for sanctions 

415123 11/27/2017 CJP Canie J. Phane~ 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Review and analyze plaintiffs moti~n for leave to amend petition 

415124 11/27/2017 CJP Carrte J. Phane~ 1.00 260.00 260.00 1.00 260.00 260.00 

Review and analyze plaintiffs 64 pJge amended petition attempting to clarify allegations and assert new claims and assess 
special exceptions to new pleadln~ as well as whether case can be removed based on new constitutional allegations 

415125 11/27/2017 CJP Carrte J. Phane4f 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft correspondence to Prose pl~ntiff regardlng fact that she improperly served Bollinger with pleadings even though she has 
notice that our firm ls representing '30Dinger 

415126 11f27/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Phane4f 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.30 260.00 78.00 

Draft email and phone conference ~Ith client regarding new pleadings from prose plaintiff and response to same 
I . 

415127 11/27/2017 CJP Carlie J. Phane¥ 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

. Review and assess court setting hrartng on pre-trial confemeca 

415099 11/27/2017 JLS JenniferL Smi~y 0.10 195.00 19.50 0.10 195.00 19.50 

· Briefly reviewed new amended pejition 

415238 11/27/2017 JLS Jenniferl. Smil~y 0.50 195.00 97.50 0.50 195.00 97.50 

Reviewed 22 pages of amended p~tilion to assess for additional special exceptions 

415370 11/28/l017 CJP Carrie J. Phaneilif 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 62.00 
I 

Draft communications with prose *alntiff regarding service of answer 

415371 11/28/2017 CJP CarrieJ.Phane~ 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.40 260.00 104.00 

Assess grounds for vexatious litig~nt motion and argument as to why plaintiff has no reasonable probability of prevailing on her 
claims 

415382 11/28/2017 CJPCanieJ.Phanept 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft correspondence with client r~garding plan to confer with David Schroeder's counsel on possible joint defense 

415551 11/29/2017 CJPCarrteJ. Phane~ 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Review notes by court regarding ~ttlng of pre bial conference 

416817 12/04/2017 CJP CarrleJ. Phanept . 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Receipt and review of correspond~nce from court regarding hearing on pre trial conference and proposed order governing pre 
trial deadlines · 

416818 12/04/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phaneµf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 
I 

Receipt and review of order regaf\1ing recusal of judge and transfer to different court; forward to client with comment 

416819 12/04/2017 CJPCarrieJ.Phan!¥Jf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Phone call to client regarding cas~ status 

417489 12/06/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Phan~uf 020 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Draft emails with cllent regarding draft responses to Request for Admissions 

417490 12/06/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Phan+f 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Revise responses to Request for f\dmisslons 

418258 12/06/2017 JLS Jennifer L. Smil~y 1.00 195.00 195.00 1.00 195.00 195.00 

Prepared Defendants' responses ~o plaintiff's request for disclosures 

418269 12/06/2017 JLS Jennifer L. Smil~y 1.20 195.00 234.00 1.20 195.00 234.00 

Prepared Defendant's responses ~or request for admission 
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417495 12/07/2017 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft email to cllent asking for inf nnatlon needed to respond to Request for Disclosure and receive response 

417496 12/07/2017 CJP CarrleJ. Phan~uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft emall to Mlchelle Morrell reqarding I 

417500 12/07/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phanfuf 020 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Revise responses to Requestfor1Disclosure 
i 

417501 12/07/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Phan~uf 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.30 260.00 78.00 
I 

Review client revisions to Requ~t for Admissions and draft revisions in accordance with same 

417502 12/07/2017 CJP CanieJ. Phan~uf 0.10 260.00 · 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft emaI1 with client regarding ~al approval for responses to Request for Admissions 

418268 12/07fl017 JLS Jennifer L Sml~y 020 195.00 39.00 0.20 195.00 39.00 

Further revised Defendants' resp~>nses to Request for Admissions and Request for Disclosure 

417811 12/11/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phan~uf 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.30 260.00 78.00 

Draft final revisions to responses ~o Request for Admissions and Request for Disclosure and forward to plaintiff with 
correspondence ' 

417824 12/12/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phan uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Review phone recordings 

3 
417828 12/12/2017 CJPCarrleJ.PhamM 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

I 

Draft email to dlent regandlng respcnses to Request for Admissions and Request for Disclosure 

418289 12/12/2017 JLS JennlferL Smi~y 2.00 195.00 390.00 2.00 195.00 300.00 
I 

Begin drafting vexatious litigant ~otion, including facts section and section on plalrrtifl's past frtigations 

418290 12/12/2017 JLS Jennifer L Smll~y 2.20 195,00 429.00 2.20 195.00 429.00 

Reviewed and analyzed plalntiffsl past cases for use in vexatious litigant motion 

417946 12/13/2017 CJP CarrleJ. Phan~uf 0.1~ 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Phone conference with Jerry Ja mbek, regarding plan to respond to Amrhein lawsuits and 
possible vexatious litigant motion 

418070 12/14/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phan~uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft emails with cfient regarding rearing In Amrhein v. Schroeder case and dismissal of same 

418299 12/14/2017 JLS Jenniferl. Smil~y 3.00 195.00 585.00 3.00 195.00 586.00 

Attended hearing In Collin Coun~ regarding pre-bial conference and plea to jurisdiction In Amrheln's underlying case and Justice 
Court appeal (underlying case In V,ls matter) at client request · 

418300 12/14/2017 JLSJennlferL SmI1 y 0.10 195.00 10.50 0.10 195.00 19.50 

Communicated with client regan:11 g _ . . . 

418496 12/19/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phan uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft eman with client regarding nference to discuss possible rule 91 a motion to dismiss 
I . 

418703 12120/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phan1uf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Phone conference with client to ~Seuss plan for Rule 91a motion to dismiss and vexatious litigant motion 

418704 12120/2017 CJP CarrieJ. Phan uf 0.80 260.00 208.00 0.80 260.00 

Review legal authority regarding 

418705 12/20/2017 CJPCarrieJ.Phan uf 0.90 260.00 234.00 0.90 260.00 234.00 

Review and make critical assessJent of possible grounds for Rule 91a m_otlon to dismiss based on plaintiff petition 
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419267 12/2012017 JLS Jennifer L. SmitJy 2.80 195.00 548.00 2.80 195.00 546.00 

Reviewed and analyzed 30 cases;' n whether a non-attorney plaintiff can bring claims In her representative capacity of a 
deceased person or his estate In reparation of drafting rule 91 a motion to dismiss on plalntlfl's claims 

419268 12/20/2017 JLS Jennifer L. Smil y 2.00 195.00 390.00 2.00 195.00 390.00 

Prepared argument section on wh~ther a non-attorney plaintiff can bring claims In a representative capacity of a party or his 
estate · · 

420079 12/20/2017 JLS Jennifer L Smif,y 1.00 195.0.0 195.00 1.00 195.00 195.00 

Prepared factual and procedural h,story section of Rule 91 a motion to dismiss 
i 

420080 12/20/2017 JLS Jennifer L Smll~y . 4.30 195.00 838.60 4.30 195.00 838.50 

Prepared argument section addre~slng each of plaintiffs claims and incorporating case law into analysis for Rule 91 a motion to 
dismiss (19 pages) · · 

420083 12/21/2017 JLS Jennifer L. Smi!~y 1.90 195.00 370.50 1.90 195.00 370.60 

ReVised Rule 91a motlon to dismi~s argument section (19 pages) 

420088 12/21/2017 JLS Jennifer L. Smi!4y 1.00 195.00 195.00 1.00 195.00 195.00 

Prepared/Revised argument sectJtn including case law regarding plaintiff's fraud claim In Rule 91 a motion to dismiss (19 pages) 

420090 12/21/2017 JLS Jennifer L Smil~y 2.00 195.00 390.00 2.00 195.00 390.00 

PreparedJRevised argument sectl~n including case law regarding plaintiff's breach of contract claim and lmpenn!ssible fracturing 
of a legal malpractlceclalm In Rul+ 91a motion to dismiss (19 pages) 

420091 12/21/2017 JLS Jennifer L. Smll~y 2.00 195.00 390.00 2.00 195.00 390.00 

Prepared/Revised argument sectlqn Including case law regarding plaintiff's discrimination and civil rights violations claims in Rule 
91a motion to dismiss (19 pages) i 

418873 12/22/2017 CJPCarrleJ.Phane¥f 1.50 260.00 390.00 1.50 260.00 390.00 

Finalize Rule 91a motion to dismi$ arguing for dismissal of all plaintiffs causes of action except legal malpractice on the 
Schroeder matter because claims ~ave no basis In law or In fact 

418874 12/22/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phane~ 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Draft emails with client regarding ~le 91 a motion for his review and regarding deadlines to set hearing and for court ruling 
according to statute •. 

418875 12/22/2017 CJP CarrleJ. Phane~ 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft letter to prose plaintiff regardf ng rule 91 a motion to dismiss 

419242 12/27/2017 CJP CarrleJ. Phanetµf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 
I 

Attend to repeated efforts to obtal1 hearing from court on Rule 91 a motion to dismiss in accordance with staMory deadlines 

419244 12/27/2017 CJPCarrleJ.Phanetµf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Assess amendments to answer b~sed on allegations in Rule 91a motion to dismiss as well as additional special exceptions to 
plaintiff amended petition : 

420101 12!2.7!2017 JLS Jennifer L. Smll~y 3.90 195.00 760.50 3.90 195.00 760.50 

Prepared 15 page amended ans r to comport with defenses asserted In Ruie 91a motion to dismiss and addressing the 
defects in plaintiffs 64 page amen ed petition 

419344 12/28/2017 CJP CarrleJ. Phane 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft email to client regarding ·- ------- -- ----
-- - ~---

419481 12/29/2017 CJP Carrie J. Phane f 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.40 260.00 104.00 

Analysis of issues of standing and !capacity of Prose to assert claims In representative capacity to determine afflnnatlve defenses 
for amended answer ·: 

419482 12/29/2017 CJP CarrleJ. Phane~ 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Draft emails with client regarding Jiatus of hearing on rule 91 a motion to dismiss and plaintiff request for continuance due to 
alleged medical Issues despite voipmincius fi!!ng In separate case 
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419483 12/29/2017 CJP Ganie J. Phane 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Qti£ .Bsm Am9Ym 
0.10 260.DO 26.00 

Receipt and review of plaintiff pro1e email claiming need for continuance due to medical Issues 

~19484 12/2912017 CJP Carrie J. PhaneW 0.90 260.00 234.00 0.90 260.00 234.00 
I 

Draft revisions to amended answer asserting arguments regarding standing and other defensive Issues raised In rule 91 a motion 
to dismiss , 

419784 01/02/2018 CJP Came J. Phane~f 0.20 260.00 52.00 o.oo o.oo o.oo 
· Continue drafting revisions to am~nded answer, special exceptions and afflnnative defenses to comport with rule 91 a motion to 

dismiss · 

419785 01/02/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaneµf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Receipt and review of Amrhein's rltotion to continue response deadline to rule 91 a despite fact that no deadline exists 
! • 

419786 01/02/2018 CJP Can1eJ. Phanejif 0.10 · 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email to client regarding revlfed answer, Amrhein's motion for continuance and status of hearing on rule 91 a 

419787 01/02/2018 cjp Came J. Phane\rr 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Receipt and review' of appeal Am+eln filed in lawsuit against USA for support of vexatious litigant motion 

420127 01/03f2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane!if 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Finalize amended answer for filin~ with court 

420128 01/0312018 CJP CanieJ. Phane~ 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft pleading required by court rejgarding earing on motion to dismiss 

420129 01/03/2018 CJP CanieJ. Phanejif 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Assess filing by plaintiff of 200 pa~e response to motion to dismiss 

420130 01/0312018 CJP Carrie J. Phanepf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review correspondence from coutI regarding pre trial conference and available trial dates for scheduling order required to be 
filed in advance of hearing . 

420131 01/0312018 CJP CanieJ. Phane!if 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email to client regarding ava~able trial dates communicated by court for pre trial conference 

420435 01/04/2018 CJP CarrleJ. Phane(Jf 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review court's communication redarding available trlal dates and attend to discovery and expert deadlines in preparation for 
communicating with prose plainij regarding same as ordered by court 

420436 01/041201 B CJP Carrie J. Phane~f 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft multiple communications witjJ client regarding assessment of trial date and pre trial deadlines in preparation for court 
ordered conference as well as rB9F1rdlng plaintiff prose claim she has conflict with hearing on motion to dismiss 

420437 01/04/201B CJP Carrie J. PhanefJf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft correspondence with plaintiff prose regarding her alleged conflicts with hearing on motion to dismiss 
I 

420666 01/05!2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneµt 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Assess request from plaintiff to m~ve hearing on rule 91a and options from court regarding same in light of statute that dlcates 
court must rule on motion within al certain period of time · 

420667 01/05/201 B CJP Canis J. Phane~ 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Emails and phone conference w~ client regarding hearing on rule 91 a motion to dismiss and plaintiff's response to motion 
I 

420668 01/05/2018 CJP Came J. Phane[n 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 
Draft email to plaintiff Prose with ~roposed order on pre trial deadlines as required by court in advance of pretrial conference and 
make inquiry regarding mediators las required by court 

421230 01/09/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaneµf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft correspondence to prose pl~intlff regarding continued efforts to conference with her in advance of pre trial conferen~ as 
required by court . ! 
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0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email to prose plaintiff with ntinued effort to conference with her regarding proposed pre trial requirements as ordered by 
court In advance of pre trial confer nee 

421698 01/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~f 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Receipt and review of court comm~nication regarding pre trial conference and prepare for same by reviewing proposed trial 
dates and efforts to communicate fith prose plaintiff regarding same 

421699 01/12/2018 CJP CarrleJ. Phane~. 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email~ client regarding prpductlon of underlying file materials 

422317 01/12/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smil~y 1.00 195.00 195.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

preparation of preparing chronolo of case and status report · 
Reviewed and analyzed 107 pag~' · of client emails between Bollinger and Amrhein concerning underlying case strategy In 

422318 01/12/2018 JLS Jennifer L Smll y 1.40 195.00 273.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 

Prepared chronology of underlyinQ case based on attorney's emails to Amrhein and underlying case docket sheet 

421928 01/15/2018 CJP Ganie J. Phaneljlf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phone call and emall t~ prose plai~tiff regarding continued efforts to conference with her as required by court In advance of 
hearing on pre trial conference ' 

422321 01/15/2018 JLS Jennifer L Smil~y 1.10 195.00 214.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Continued preparing vexatious liti~ant motion including drafting section concerning Anirheln's other prose cases as required by 
statute • · 

422325 01/15/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smll~y 2.10 195.00 409.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Reviewed and analyzed 150 pagJ of client's file, Including photos of Amrheln's underlying case damages, pleadings and orders 
In the underlying case, letters and ~otes Amrhein sent to Bolllnger, and updated the chronology regarding these documents 

422327 01/15/2018 JLS JenniferL Smil~y 1.00 195.00 195.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared vexatious litigant motion I argument section regarding defenses to plaintiff's causes of action 
I 

422036 01/16/2018 CJP CarrleJ. Phane; 0.70 260.00 182.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Receipt and review of prose plain motion to stay and continue case and hearing on rule 91 a motion to dismiss and plan 
response to same considering all ations of plaintiff regarding medical Issues and rules that require ruling by court in 45 days 
from filing of motion 

422037 01/16/2018 CJP CanieJ. Phan~ 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft communications with client ~ardlng response to plaintiff request to stay and continue hearing on rule 91 a motion to 
dismiss · 

422038 01/16/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~ 0.10 260.00 · 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phone conference with court regafding plaintiff request to continue hearing and request that matter be heard by court by 
submission to ~mplywlth rule d6fdlines . 

422039 01/16/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phanept 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft response in opposition to pldJntlff request to continue hearing on rule 91 a motion to dismiss and request court hear matter 
by submission to comply with rule ldeadtines regarding same 

422040 01/16/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~f 1.00 260.00 260.00 0.00 0.00 · 0.00 

Begin review and analysis of225 fage response from prose plaintiff to rule 91a motion to dismiss and plan reply to same 

422329 01/16/2018 JLS Jennifer L Smiljy . 3.00 195.00 685.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Continued preparing vexatious litl ant motion argument section on defenses to her legal malpractice cause of action and other 
causes of action indudlng insertln relevant case law to support defense 

422330 01/16/2018 JLSJenniferl. Smil y 0.60 195.00 117.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Reviewed and analyzed Amrheln't 13 page notice to the court to continue the motion to dismiss hearing and prepared response 
in opposition and propsed order 

1 

422332 01/16/2018 JLS Jennifer L Smi~
1 

y 120 195.00 234.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Reviewed and analyzed 20 legal alpraclice cases for argument section of vexatious litigant motion regarding claims asserted 
when a lawyer withdraws from re esentatfon during litigation 
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422259 01/17/2018 CJPCarrieJ.Phane 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Assess status of court ruling on pl~intiff request to continue hearing on motion to dismiss 

422260 01/17/2018 CJP Cania J. Phane4f 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 

Receipt and review of court's orde~ denying plaintiff request to continua hearing and granting defendant relief on hearing by 
submission 

0.00 

422261 01/17/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phanellf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email to Prose plaintiff regarcjing court order on plaintiff request to continue and stay proceedings 

422262 01/17/2018 CJPCarrleJ.Phane~f 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email to client regarding cou~ order on plaintiff request to continue and stay proceedings 

422263 01/17/2018 CJP CarrlaJ. Phane¥ 0.90 260.00 234.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Plan for reply to response to mottor to dlsmiss and draft outline for same due to court hearing motion by submission 

422264 01/17/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phanel,lf 1.50 260.00 390.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft affidavit In support of reques~ for attorneys' fees and review bDling in support of same 

422334 01/17/2018 JLSJennlferLSmll~y 0.70 195.00 136.50 0.00 0.00 

Reviewed and analyzed Amrhein'~ 225 page response to motion to dismiss in preparation for drafting Reply to Amrheln's 
response 

I 

0.00 

0.00 

422335 01/17'2018 JLSJennlferL Smll;y 3.40 195.00 663.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared Reply to Plaintiffs respo se to motion to dismiss, including background section, argument on Plaintiff's claims In a 
representative capacity, and argu ent regarding plaintiff's use of extrinsic evidence in her Response 

422337 01/17'2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smll~y 3.10 195.00 604.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared Reply to Amrheln's Res~onse to motion to dismiss under Rule 91 including asserting defenses to each of her 12 
causes of action and argument hew Plaintiff failed to response with authority to contradict each defense asserted In motion to 
dismiss (8 pages) · · 

422630 01/18/2018 CJP CarrleJ. Phane~ 0.90 260.00 234.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft revisions to reply to respons, to rule 91 a motion to dismiss 
I 

422631 01/18/2018 CJP CarrleJ. Phane\Jf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email with client regarding r~ply to response to motion to dismiss for his review and in response to his Inquiry and regarding 
affidavit on fees · . 

422632 01/18/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaneµf 0.50 260.00 130.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Finalize Phaneuf affidavit to supp~rt request for an award of attorneys fees for motion to dlstmss wHh billing statements in 
support 

422338 01/18/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smllty 0.70 195.00 136.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared affidavit on reasonable tttomeys fees incurred in defense of Plaintiffs baseless claims 

422690 01/18/2018 JLS Jennifer L Smil~y 2.40 195.00 468.00 0.00 o.oo o.oo 
Prepared vexatious lltigatlon moti~n. Including summarizing plaintiffs past cases to comply with statutory requirements, and 
argument section (30 pages) 1 

422893 01/19/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~f 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft final revisions to reply to res~onse to motion to dismiss for submission to the court 

422894 01/19/2018 CJP CanieJ. Phane~f 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review communication from cou~ regarding plaintiff flllng of supplement and assess substance of fling 

424887 01/19/2018. JLS Jennifer L smuh 0.1 o 195.00 19.50 o.oo 0.00 0.00 

Prepared legal malpractice elemehts section of vexatious litigant motion 

424894 01/19/2018 JLS JenniferL. Smil~y 0.70 195.00 136.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared proposed order regardl1g rule 91 a motion to dismiss for Judge 
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IQ Date Tkpr/Exp ActMrescription 
424908 01/22!2018 JLS Jennifer L Sm; y 

Btiefly reviewed Amrhein's secon~ response to rule 91a motion 
I 

424909 01/22/2018 JLS Jennifer L. SmilfY 

0 

Worked Values 
~ Rate .Amm!nt 
0.20 195.00 39.00 

1.00 195.00 195.00 

Continued drafting amended answer including DTPA exemption and affirmative defenses 

BIiied Values 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

423244 01/23/2018 CJP CarrieJ. PhanJuf 0.50 260.00 130.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Revl~"and analyze plalntllfs firs~ supplement [32 pages] to response to motion to dismiss with exhibits in preparation for 
drafting additional reply 

423246 01/23/2018 CJP CarrleJ. Phan~uf 1.50 260.00 390.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review and study plaintiff's volu~lnous second supplement with exhibits [176 pages] to defendants' motion to dismiss in 
preparation for drafting addit!onallreply 

423246 01/23/2018 CJP CarrleJ. Phan~uf 0.80 260.00 208.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
I 

. Review and analyze plaintiff ame~ded petition to compare allegations to first and second supplement and In preparatlonior 
additional reply to response to mqtion to dismiss 

423247 01/23/2018 CJP Carlie J. Phan~uf 2.80 260.00 728.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft addttional reply to first and ~econd supplemental response by plaintiff to motion to dismiss In advance of court heating by 
submission [15 pages] · 

423248 01/23/2018 CJP came J. PhanTuf 0.20 260.00 52.00 o.oo o.oo o.oo 

Draft emall with client regarding ~lalntifl's supplemental responses, plan to reply and proposed order filed with court 

423421 01/l4/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan,uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review and assess status of hea)ing by submission on motion to dismiss 

020 260.00 52.00 

Phone conference · 

423594 01/25/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phan uf 

Draft Request for Dis closure _to pjalntiff 

0.20 260.00 52.00 

0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 

424927 01/25/2018 JLS JenniferL Sm~ey 4.30 195.00 838.50 0.00 0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Drafted vexatious litigant motlonrncludlng section on Amrheln's previous lawsuits and summary of her old cases, and no 
reasonable probability of prevailirg on legal malpractice case section (33 pages) 

423781 01/26/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Ph;n uf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft correspondence to court re arding heating by submission on motion to dismiss and advising that court must rule on same 
by February 5 in accordance · statute 

424312 01/30/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan~uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Receipt and review of order graf1ting motion to dismiss 

424313 01/30/2018 CJPCarrieJ.Ph+uf . 

Draft email to client regarding or~er granting motion to dismiss 

0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

424314 01/30fl01S CJPCartieJ.Phaneuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phone conference with Lennie ~oliinger regarding order on motion to dismiss and regarding vexatious litigant motion 

424315 01/30/2018 CJPCarrleJ.Pharjeuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft letter to prose plaintiff regardJng order on motion to dismiss 

0.00 

I 

425216 01/30/2018 JLSJenniferL Sij!ey 1.60 195:oo 312.00 o.oo o.oo 0.00 

Prepared vexatious litigant to in ude runng after rule91 a motion and changes to plaintiffs claims because rule 91 a motion was 
granted, argument section on rhein's previous litigations: and argument section that there ls no reasonable probabnity of 
prevailing because of withdraw · 

424563 01/31fl01B CJP Carrie J. Pharieuf 

Review email fro!T) attorney in s~parate Amrhein litigation 
! 

2/12/201810:49AM 

0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
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0 0 

i Worked Values Billed Values 
.IQ 12am Tkpr/Exp Actiyjjy tescrlption 9w Rate Am2Ym QtiL Rate Am12Yot 

425220 01/31/2018 JLSJenniferL.Smile 3.10 195.00 604.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Reviewed and analyzed depositloni transcript of Amrhein in Prosperity Bank case from Oct 2017 for use in vexatious litigant 
motion (316 pages) ' 

425221 01/31/201 B JLS Jennifer L. Smiley 5.60 195.00 1,092.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 

Continued drafting vexatlowJ litlgimo!lon (23 pages), such as Including relevant deposition sections, ar1;1ument regarding the 
difference between Bollinger's peti on and Amrheln's amended petition, and argument regarding no reasonable probability of 
prevalllng on legal malpractice clal (that Bollinger's actions and omissions did not cause the case to be dismissed, that 
Amrheln's actions and amended p tition was the cause of the dlsmlssal, end that Bollinger did not fail to communicate during his 
representation) ' 

425222 01/31/2018 JLS Jennifer L Smil~ 0.70 195.00 136.50 0.00 0.00 . o.oo 
Reviewed 1 O vexatious litigant cas s Involving professional malpractice for example of when there was no reasonable probability 
of plaintiff prevailing on legal malp ctice case . · 

424869 02/01/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane f 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
I • 

Draft email to clients regarding wh~ther plaintiff prose has responded to order of dismissal 

425223 02/01/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smil'1 2.00 195.00 390.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

, Prepared affidavit of Lennie F. Boljingerfor support of vexatious litigant motion 

425224 02/01/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smil~y 3.00 195.00 585.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Continued drafllng vexatious litig~· t motion (28 pages) Including addition o. f argument establishing her 8 previous cases filed In 
the last 7 years, argument regardi g the withdrawal, how Defendants' actions were removed from final dismissal, and how the 
petition drafted by defendants was, within the jurisdictional limits of Justice court 

425225 02/01/2018 JLS Jennifer L Smily 3.00 195.00 585.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Continued drafllng vexatious litig t motion (28 'pages) argument section, such as argument on the alleged failure to conduct 
discovery, the jurisdictional limits justice court, the alleged conflict of interest with David Schroeder, and how Amrhein 
repeatedly litigates the same caus s of action against the same defendants 

425256 02/02/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phane~f 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phone conference with client reg$ing vexatious litigant motion and proof needed to support same as well as possible offer to 
plaintiff pros~ to not pursue fees iflshe dismisses case 

I 

425226 02/02/2018 JLS Jennifer L Smll~y 1.00 195.00 195.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Revised and edited vexatious lltlg~nt motion {30 pages) 

425227 02/02/2018 JLSJenniferLSmi~ 1.00 195.00 195.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Selected and reviewed 25 exhibit for inclusion into vexatious litigant motion, including selecting relevant emails from 107 pages 
of emalls and redacting selected mails 

425228_ 02/02/2018 JLSJennlferLSmil,y 1.00 195.00 195.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared affidavit of Lennie Bollinperfor support of vexatious litigant motion 

425229 02/02/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smili 2.00 195.00 390.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Reviewed and analyzed 10 of Sch ceder's, Amrheln's, and Court's pleadings In underlying JP and JP appeal case, for Inclusion 
Into vexatious lltlgant motion as e !bits and support of argument that there ls no reasonable probability that Amrhein WIii prevail 
on legal malpractice clalm , 

425230 02/02/2018 JLS Jennifer L. SmilfY 1.20 195.00 234.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Added facts of underlying JP cas~ and JP appeal to fact section of vexatious litigant motion 

425231 02/02/2018 JLS Jennifer L. SmiltY 1.00 195.00 195.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Drafted argument regarding how ,imrheln's past cases have been declared frivolous and groundless by other courts for Inclusion 
Into vexatious litigant motion 1 

426263 02/05/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~ 

Phone call to Mlchelle Morrell r a g I 
426268 02/05/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane 

0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

1.00 260.00 260.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft revisions to vexatious litlganf motion 
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Workec! Values BllledValu~ 

fil ~ Tkpr/Exp ActMtveescrJptlon ~ Rm Ammmt 
0.90 260.00 234.00 

9w Bit! Ain.rumt 
426269 02/05/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review and assess clllent docum~nts and chronology of underlying case for support for vexatious litigant motion 

426270 02/05/2018 CJP Carrie J. PhanefJf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email to client regarding untrlylng communications needed for vexatious litigant motion 

426271 02/05/2018 CJP Canie J. Phaneµf 020 260.~0 52.00 

Draft revisions to BoHinger affidavit for support of vexatious litigant motion 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

426600 02/06/2018 CJP CarrteJ. Phan!¢ 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phone conference with Michelle ~orrell 

426601 02/06/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phan~uf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Emails with Lennie Bollinger regafdlng recent Amrhein flings and regarding settlement offer to Amrhein 

426602 02/06/2018 CJP Carrie J. PhanJuf 1.50 260.00 390.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review and analyze prior Amrhei~ deposition testimony regarding prior litigations and regarding alleged mental anguish to 
support vexatious litigant motion i 

426603 02/06/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan~uf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email to attorney from Pros~erity Bank lawsuit t 

426604 02/06/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan~ 1.10 260.00 286.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Continue revisions to vexatious l~gant motion and assess emails from underlying case-to use as evidence in support of motion 

426737 02/07/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft emails with client a 

426738 02/07/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan$uf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft settlement offer to plaintiff 

426739 02/07/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phan~uf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review client email with causallqn argument and additional documents to review for vexatious litigant motion 

426740 02/07/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaneuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phone conference with client r~rding recent plaintiff filings and need to move forward with vexatious litigant motion 

426741 02/07/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phan~uf 3.40 260.00 884.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Critical review and analysis of s~en. different matters plaintiff filed Prose that were disposed of against her for vexatious litigant 
motion Including opinions and orj:lers from courts of appeal and supreme courts In federal and state courts 

426742 02/07/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phan13uf 1.00 260.00 260.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

ReView and analysis of undertyl~g pleadings and emails between Bolllnger and Amrhein to determine evidence In support of 
vexatious litgant motion • 

426743 02/07/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Pha~uf 2.00 260.00 520.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Continue drafting motion to decl.,-e plaintiff a vexatious litigant 

426849 02/08/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Ph~uf 1.00 260.00 . 260.00 D.00 0.00 0.00 

Review and analyze plaintiff pro•e 51 page response to order granting rule 91 a motion and threat for further litigation against 
Judge and defense attorneys · 

426860 02/08/2018 CJP CarrteJ. Pha~euf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review and analyze plaintiff pro$e request to stay proceedings due to medical condition and contemplate response to same 

426851 02/08/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Email and phone conference with client regarding possible response to request for stay and status of vexatious lftigant motion 

426852 02/08/2018 CJP Carrie J. Pharteuf 0.90 260.00 234.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review and analyze legal autho~ty regarding judicial admissions fo.r vexatious litigant motion 

2/12/201810:49 AM Page 12 of 14 
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.I 

¢ 0 

Tkpr/Exp Actlvltvjescriptlon 
Worked Values 

m~ ~ Emf! Alnmmt 
426853 02/08/2018 CJP Came J. Phane 0.80 260.00 208.00 

Review and anlayze legal authority regarding superceding cause for vexatious litigant motion 

426854 02/08/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phanei4 2.40 260.00 624.00 

Continue drafting motion to declarej plaintiff a vexatious litigant [30+ pages] 

426855 02/08/201 B CJP Carrie J. Phane~ 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Review status of plalntlff prose 5th pircuit appeal for vexatious litglant motion 
i 

426989 02/09f2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneur 2.00 260.00 520.00 

Billed Values 
~ &la Am.2lmt 
0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft affidavit of Lennie Bollinger tq support motion to declare Amrhein a vexallo1.ts litigant 

426990 02/09/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~ ·3.30 260.00 858.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft final revisions to motion to deblara Amrhein a vaxatious litigant and prepare voluminous evidence In support of motion for 
fillng with court [over 350 pages to~al] 

426991 02/09f2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~ 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft correspondence with client ~gardlng his affidavit to support vexatious llttlgant motion and draft of motion for his review 

426992 02/09f2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phane4f 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft letter to Amrhein prose regarliing motion to declare her a vexatious litigant 

1801 



TkprlExp Actjyjty ~scription 

432956 02/09/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smiley 

Continue preparing initial status re ort, · 
p . 

427406 02/11/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane f 

0 
Worked Values 

QtJ£ ~. Amount 

3.30 195.00 643.50 

0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft email with client regarding m~tion to declare Amrhein a vexatious litigant 

Billed Values 

3.30 195.00 643.50 

0.10 260.00 26.00 

0.40 260.00 104.00 427267 02/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane+' 0.40 260.00 104.00 

Phone conferences • 5 b.id vexatious litgant motion and plan for 
hearing on same . 

427268 02/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane4f 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 

Receipt and review of fax from Amthein to Collin County making threat against Judge regarding his alleged violations of ADA 

427269 02/12/2018 CJPCarrieJ. Phane~f 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Receipt and review of proposed or~er. regarding findings on vexatious litigant motion 

427270 02/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~f 0.60 260.00 156.00 0.60 260.00 156.00 

Receipt and review of motion to re~use filed by Amrhein seeking recusal of judge based on alleged ADA violations 

427271 02/12/2018 CJPCarrieJ. Phanet 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 

Phone conference with client ~ bearing on vexatious litigant motion 

26.00 
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0 
: Worked Values Billed Values 

m. .om Tkpr/Exp Activity qescriptjon Qty .Bm. Amount Qty Rm Amount 
427272 02/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~ 2.00 260.00 520.00 2.00 260.00 520.00 

Draft Affidavit to support request fo~ plaintiff to post security in connection with vexatious litigant motion 

427273 02/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneu1 0.60. 260.00 156.00 0.60 260.00 156.00 

Draft supplement to vexatious litiga~t motion with affidavit on fees in support of request that plaintiff post security with respect to 
vexatious litigant motion 

427274 02/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft pleading required by court re~rding hearing on motion to declare plaintiff a vexatious litigant 

427275 02/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft letter to plaintiff prose regardi~g hearing on motion to declare her a vexatious litigant 

427276 02/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.40 260.00 104.00 
' 

Review and analysis legal authority! regarding recusal motion and fact that judge has to recuse or refer for hearing before any 
further proceedings and impact on vexatious litigant motion in preparation for advising client regarding same 

I 

4272n 02/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.40 260.00 104.00 

Draft emails with client regarding st~tus of hearing on vexatious litigant motion and filings by Amrhein indicating attempts at 
recusal and plan for responding to $ame 

428756 02/12/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smilet 2.20 195.00 429.00 0.00 195.00 0.00 

Continued preparing initial status r~port, iP I ii g IIT ¢1&::atlsi!&!ld )SIS Bl !&IISl I · t 

428757 02/12/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smiler 

Continued preparing initial status r port (10 pages), in 

2.50 195.00 487.50 2.50 195.00 487.50 

0.30 260.00 78.00 0.30 260.00 78.00 

Phone conferences with regarding new Amrhein ADA complaints and plan for responding to same in 
connection with Amrhein motion to ecuse judge and plan for responding to recusal 

427415 02/13/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phane~ 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.40 260.00 104.00 

Begin review and analyze new Amrhein voluminous filings regarding ADA complaints and new amended pleadings, as well as 
her purported notices to the court or alleged wrongful conduct in preparation for drafting response to motion to recuse 

427416 02/13/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~ 0.60 260.00 156.00 0.60 260.00 156.00 

Multiple phone conferences and e~ails with client regarding new Amrhein filings and motion to recuse and plan for responding to 
same 

427417 02/13/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Receipt and review of order from ju~ge declining to recuse himself and referring matter to regional Judge for consideration 

427418 02/13/2018 CJPCarrieJ.Phaneuj' 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.40 260.00 104.00 
• I 

Begin outline of response to motiorj to recuse 

428761 02/13/2018· JLS Jennifer_L_Smilef 2;0 195.00 448.50 2.30 195.00 448.50 

Prepared Response to Amrhein's nliotion to recuse judge, including incorporation of legal standards regarding a recusai and 
analysis of Amrhein's reasons for h~r motion to recuse · 

428762 ~~::~~1i~iti~~:t~::n:::o~.~m:let 
3 

g 
35 

1.20 195.00 :.34.0? I 
i ! 

1.20 195.00 234.00 

IP 

427598 02/14/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneu 0.70 260.00 182.00 0.70 260.00 182.00 

Draft emails and phone confere regarding additional Amrhein filings, judge's 
decision to recuse, and assignmen of new judge 

427600 02/14/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneu~ 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Receipt and review of amended or~er from judge recusing himself from case .. 
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0 0 
IQ Date Tkpr/Exp Activity D~scrjptjon Qty .Bim Amount 

427601 02/14/2018 CJPCarrieJ. Phaneuf1- 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Worked Values 

Receipt and review of order from re!)ional judge assigning new court to hear case 
I 

Billed Values 
Qty Rm Am.gum 

0.10 260.00 26.00 

427603 02/14/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaneufj 0.50 260.00 130.00 0.50 260.00 130.00 

Draft emails with client regarding ju~ge recusal and reassignment to new court as well as plan to set hearing for vexatious litigant 
m~on · 

427604 02/14/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneufi 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft amended pleading regarding ~earing in new court on vexatious litigant motion as required by court 

427605 02/14/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaneuf! 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Plan response to anticipated motion! by prose plaintiff to stay proceedings in new court 

428765 02/14/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smileyi 3.00 195.00 585.00 3.00 195.00 585.00 

Continued preparing draft of respo~e to Amrhein's motion to recuse the judge, included argument (1) her motion is solely based 
on judge's rulings in the case; (2) sh has a history of recusing the judges in her vexatious cases: and (3) that the motion is 
groundless and brought for harass .ent (11 pages) 

428766 02/14/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smiley' 0.50 195.00 97.50 0.50 195.00 97.50 
I 

Prepared 100 pages of exhibits, incl~ding Amrhein's previous motions to recuse in her other pro se cases, for support of 
response to motion to recuse •. . ' 

427740 02/15/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneufi 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.30 260.00 78.00 

Review affidavit filed by Amrhein in response to vexatious litigant motion . ~. 
427741 02/15/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaneuf: 1.20 260.00 312.00 1.20 260.00 312.00 

Review and analyze 121 page respqnse by Amrhein to vexatious litigant motion and plan for response to same 

427742 02/15/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaneuf! 0.50 260.00 130.00 0.50 260.00 130.00 

Review filing by Amrhein [26 pages JI regarding alleged violations by court and opposing counsel 

427743 02/15/2018 CJPCarrieJ; Phaneuf • fr 0.90 260.00 234.00 0.90 260.00 234.00 

Review and analyze 98 page amen~ed pleading by Amrhein and assess impact on vexatious litigant motion 

427744 02/15/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf! 0.70 260.00 182.00 0.70 260.00 182.00 

Review Amrhein lawsuits and statu of appeals in reparation for vexatious litigant hearing an 

427745 02/15/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf, 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Phone conference with client regar~ing status of hearing on vexatious litigant motion and recent Amrhein filings 

428769 02/15/2018 JLSJenniferL.Smileyl 1.60 195.00 312.00 1.60 195.00 312.00 

Prepared response to plaintiff's motibn for continuance and stay, including analysis of new~st pleadings/notices, and analysis of 
notaries that Amrhein uses to file h~~ pleadings 

428770 02/15/2018 JLSJenniferL. Smileyi 1.50 195.00 292.50 1.50 195.00 292.50 

Reviewed and analyzed 15 cases r garding the applicabili of cases that were maintained as an appeal and 

Amrhein's previous cases in suppo of motion 

428080 02/16/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf! 

for support of vexatious litigant motion and further analysis of 

0.50 260.00 130.00 0.50 260.00 130.00 

Review and analyze multiple emails~rom regional judge Mary Murphy and from Amrhein regarding two week stay of the lawsuit 
in response to her demands regardipg same 

428081 02/16/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneufi 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.20 260.00 52.00 
i 

Review and analyze court's orders $garding stay of lawsuit for two weeks 

428082 02/16/2018 CJP Canie J. Phaneuf! 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draft email to client regarding Judg~ Murphy and Amrhein correspondence and orders from court staying lawsuit for two weeks 

Review and analyze emails 
filings and positions by her 

3/29/2018 10:56 AM 
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260.00 104.00 0.40 260.00 104.00 

egarding recent 
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428910 02/22/2018 

I 
¢) 0 

Worked Values 
~ ~ Amount 
0.30 260.00 78.00 

Billed Values 
.Qti£ BJ.ti Am.9.Ym 
0.30 260.00 78.00 

Receipt and review of Amrhein's fii g of additional objections to judge and case settings despite stay ordered by Judge Murphy; 
review client email regarding same 

430201 02/22/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smile~ 0.20 195.00 39.00 0.20 195.00 39.00 

Briefly reviewed Amrhein's objectio~ to motion to transfer (15 pages) 

428911 02/23/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane 78.00 

Draft email 

429428 02/27/2018 

Receipt and review of email from ci~nt regarding voluminous filing by prose in other matter despite her claim she is too disabled 
to participate in litigation and respo~d to client email 

429429 02/27/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneu 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.10 260.00 26.00 

Draftemai 

430232 02/27/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smile~ 0.10 195.00 19.50 0.10 195.00 19.50 

Briefly reviewed Amrhein's most reqent pleading in Prosperity bank case 

430263 03/02/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Receipt and review of order from J~dge Murphy lifting abatement on March 5 and plan for hearing on vexatious litigant motion 

430658 03/04/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email with client regarding plar to set hearing on vexatious litigant motion given fact that abatement is lifted on March 5 

431263 03/05/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneut 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Receipt and review of Amrhein motjon requesting another stay of proceedings 

431264 03/05/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.50 260.00 130.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft multiple emails with client reg~rding new motion by Amrhein to stay proceedings and hearing set by court on continuance 

431265 03/05/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Plan argument for response to new!Amrhein request for postponement 

431266 03/05/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneut 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review setting by court for hearing Ion continuance 

431379 03/06/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 1.00 260.00 260.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Revise response to Amrhein motio~ for continuance in preparation for hearing on same set by the court 

431381 03/06/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review and assess pleadings in th~ee other cases by Amrhein and whether courts have granted her stays in response to her 
requests in preparation for hearing pn Amrhein motion for continuane 

433202 03/06/2018 JLSJenniferL. Smiler 3.70 195.00 721.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared response to plaintiffs mo~on for continuance, including reviewing plaintiffs unclear pleadings recently filed asking for 
continuance and attached medical tlocuments, preparing analysis for judge of plaintiffs possibly forged notarizations (1 O ·pages) 

. I . 

433203 03/06/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smiley 3.00 195.00 585.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Continued preparing response to rr1otion for continuance regarding client's suggestions and inclusion of analysis of plaintiffs 
other motions for continuance in h~r other cases and court's denial of other motions for stay/continuance (11 pages) 

431602 03/07/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~ . . 0.60 260.00 156.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Finalize response to Amrhein motitjn to continuance 

431603 03/07/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneu~ 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Receipt and review of Amrhein's ~ase and desist letter to courts and attorneys 

431604 03/07/2018 CJPCarrieJ. Phaneuf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review new filing by Amrhein maki~g additional argument regarding her need for stay of case 
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431605 03/07/2018 CJP CanieJ. Phaneuf I 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft emails with client regarding he~ring on motion for continuance and Amrhein cease and desist letter 
i 

431606 03/07/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf , 

Prepare for hearing on motion for continuance 

431607 03/07/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf ' 

0.30 260.00 78.00 

0.10 260.00 26.00 

Receipt and review of court corresp~ndence regarding hearing on motion for continuance 

431617 03/08/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaneuf; 0.40 260.00 104.00 
I 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Phone conference and emails 
I - regarding hearing on motion for continuance and 

notary issue 

431618 03/08/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.00 0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Phone conference and emails with client regarding hearing on motion for continuance and proof the Amrhein had notice of same 

431619 03/08/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf, 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepare for hearing on motion for coptinuance and key documents for review by court and in support of argument against 
continuance · 

433253 03/08/2018 JLSJenniferl. Smiley 0.60 195.00 117.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared for hearing on motion for ~nlinuance, including reviewing plaintiff's recent pleadings 

0.50 260.00 130.00 0.00 0.00 431744 03/09/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf, 

Prepare for hearing on plaintiff motio for continuance, · I J U · · I j 
and review of recent memorandum from eastern district denying plaint#s 

itional support for why court should deny plaintiff request for continuance requested stay in that litigation as a 

431745 03/09/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.70 260.00 182.00 0.00 0.00 

Travel to Collin county for hearing Of'1 plaintiff's motion for continuance 

431746 03/09/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf. 0.60 260.00 156.00 

Attend meeting with client prior to he~ring on plaintiff's motion for continuance [no travel time included] 

0.00 

431747 03/09/2018 CJP Carrie J. Ph~neuf 1.00 260.00 260.00 0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Attend hearing on plaintiff's motion f4r continuance and argue to court in opposition of continuance [no travel time included] 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

431748 03/09/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.70 260.00 182.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Return travel to Dallas from Collin county returning from hearing on plaintiff motion for continuance 

431749 03/09/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf; 0.20 
I 

260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft emails with client regarding s 

433258 03/09/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smiley ' 2.90 195.00 565.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Analyze strategy going forward in light of judge's refusal to grant or deny continuance 

433264 03/09/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smiley: 0.50 195.00 97.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 
I 

Reviewed and analyzed chapter 11 f Texas Civil Practice and Remedies Code (Vexatious Litigant statute) regarding impact of a 
potential stay in case 

431956 03/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf : 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Receipt and review of another filing ~y Amrhein claiming need for stay due to medical conditions and forward to client with 
comment ! • 

431957 03/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf, 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
', 

Review email from court that Amrhelr doctor has not returned call from judge and status of; forward to client 

431958 03/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phone conference and email with Mi helle Morrell regardin 
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431959 03/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf!' 

Phone conference and emails with 

9n'. Him Amount 
0.90 260.00 234.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

431960 03/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf'. 

£, 

0.40 260.00 104.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
' 

Phone conference and emails with dlient regarding notary 
to determine whether Amrthein has forged documents 

431961 03/12/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf! 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review notary statute for requiremehts to send Deposition on Written Questions to notary to determine whether Amrhein has 
forged documents and revise Depo$itlon on Written Questions in accordance with same 

433277 03/12/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smile~ 0.80 195.00 156.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared Deposition on Written Qu~stions to Malachi Hackett (notary public) to prove up plaintiffs forgeries of notarized 
pleadings ' 

433284 03/13/2018 JLSJenniferL. Smile~ 0.10 195.00 19.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Briefly reviewed and analyzed Plain~iffs pleadings requesting a continuance 

432001 03/13/2018 RH Rose Hernandez• 0.50 100.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Email to Sheila Lazzara at Written ~eposition Service requesting DWQ/notary. 

432311 03/14/2018 CJPCarrieJ.Phaneu 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phone conferen garding hearing on continuance and plan moving forward to obtain evidence to rebut plaintiff 
claim that she needs continuance 1 

432312 03/14/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneu1 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Plan and prepare Deposition on written Questions to medical providers of Amrhein to develop evidence that continuance of 
hearing on vexatious litigant motio~ not required · 

I 

432737 03/14/2018 RH Rose Hernandez; 0.50 100.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review email from Carrie Phaneuf tequesting additional DWQ records; sent email to Sheila Lazzara at Written Deposition 
Service requesting same. ' 

432530 03/15/2018 CJPCarrieJ.Phane 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

egarding status of vexatious litigant motion and C 

432531 03/15/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneu~ 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review draft Deposition on Written! Questions to Amrhein medical providers to determine revisions and for approval to send 

432532 03/15/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneu~ 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review draft Deposition on Writte Questions to Amrhein notary to determine revisions and for approval to send · 

432645 03/16/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
i 

Assess whether plaintiff allegation~ :---- - . -·- - --·---,--- ___ ., __________ - - -----
' 

432740 03/16/2018 RH Rose Hemandezi 0.50 100.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review email from Carrill Phaneutirequesting additional records DWQ; email to Sheila Lazzara at Written Deposition Service 
inquiring on status of the DWQ//notary. • 

432827 03/19/2018 VC Virginia Cox i 1.30 195.00 253.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review of Case Law to Determine It 

432855 03/19/2018 VC Virginia Cox 

Research on 

' 

0.20 195.00 39.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

433215 03/20/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~f 0.60 260.00 156.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review client emails regarding Am~hein filings in federal court case and strategy to request hearing on vexatious litigant motion 
~ederallmagistrate; phone conference with client regarding same and regardin 
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112 ~ Tkpr/Exp Activity o,scrjptlon Qty Sim Amount 
0.50 260.00 130.00 

Qty Rm. Amount 
433216 03/20/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 

Review email communications from 
requiring Amrhein to appear; draft e 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

egarding proceedings in federal court and. show cause order 
egarding same and regarding Amrhein 

433217 03/20/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf! 0.90 260.00 234.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review Amrhein filings in federal co~rt [42 pages total] filed in lieu of attending status conference and despite fact of alleged 
medical condition in preparation for ~rafting request with state court judge for hearing on vexatious litigant motion 

433218 03/20/2018 CJPCarrieJ.Phaneu~ 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review and analyze federal court rulings and show cause order requiring Amrhein to appear in person despite medical condition 
in preparation for drafting request td state court judge for hearing 

I • 

433219 03/20/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneu~ 1.50 260.00 390.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft motion requesting hearing on ~exatious litigant motion with evidence showing trial court that federal district court has 
entered show cause order against h,mrhein 

433220 03/20/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft emails with 

433450 03/21/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaneu 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phone conference and emails with regarding recent determination by court to move 
forward with hearing on vexatious I ·gant motion 

433452 03/21/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneu 0.40 260.00 104.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft emails with client regarding r~cent determinations by court to move forward with vexatious litigant hearing and review court 
rulings regarding same 

433453 03/21/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneur 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft pleading in accordance with j~dge's instruction regarding hearing on vexatious litigant motion 

433454 03/21/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~ 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Assess supplemental pleading to v~xatious litigant motion to clarify the five prior cases by Amrhein that have been disposed 
against her to satisfy statutory req~irements to have her declared a vexatious litgiant . 

433455 03/21/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phanel 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Assess status of whether Amrhein as been served with notice of Deposition on Written Questions to medical providers and 
notary in preparation for hearing o vexatious litigant motion 

434165 03/21/2018 JLS JenniferL. Smil~ 1.00 195.00 195.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Evaluated procedural history of PIJintiff Amrhein's AHi and Remax appeals for use in Vexatious Litigant Motion by reviewing 
docket sheet and 10 underlying pl~adings from this case 

I 

434166 03/21/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smil1y 1.40 195.00 273.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Reviewed and analyzed 5 cases arid the statute analyzing which litigations/matters qualify under the vexatious litigant statute 

434167 03/21/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smil~y 5.20 195.00 1,014.00 o.oo o.oo o.oo 
Prepared Reply and Supplement tp Defendants' Motion to Declare Plaintiff a Vexatious Litigant (7 pages), including argument 
regarding the litigations that quality under the statute and explaining Amrhein's past litigations · 

433731 03/22/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneµf 1.00 260.00 260.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft revisions to supplement to v,xatious litigant motion to add new information about other lawsuits adversely decided against 
Amrhein as grounds for why she 511ould be declared vexatious litigant 

434168 03/22/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smil$y 1.90 195.00 370.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 
I 

Prepared Reply and Supplement*' Plaintiff's Motion to Declare Plaintiff a Vexatious Litigant, including the analysis of the JP 
appeal of Amrhein v. Schroeder : 

434169 03/22/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smil~y 0.50 195.00 97.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared chart of Plaintiffs past li~igations for use in vexatious litigant hearing as a visual aid for the judge 

0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 433733 03/23/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phanf f 

Review communications with cease and desist letter from Amrhein 
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433734 03/23/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf I 
Draft email with · 1 

0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

433735 03/23/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf[ 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review correspondence from court~ all parties regarding hearing on motion to declare Amrhein a vexatious litigant 

434180 03/24/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smiley( 4.70 195.00 916.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Continued preparing Reply and Secpnd Supplement to Plaintiff's Response to Defendants' Motion to declare Plaintiff a Vexatious 
litigant (19 pages), including argum~nt regarding repeatedly litigates the same causes of action against the same defendants; 
prepared chart of past litigations for judge as summary 

433960 03/26/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneuf! 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email to client regarding C ) !JI' 
433961 03/26/2018 CJP Carrie j_ Phaneu~ 2.50 260.00 650.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft revisions to reply and supplerrjent of vexatious litigant motion with additional information regarding matters determined 
adversely to Amrhein and matters s~e repeatedly litigates 

433968 03/26/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneu1 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phone conference with · ' 

434184 03/26/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smile* 1.10 195.00 214.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Prepared Reply and Second Suppl$ment to Defendants' Motion to declare plaintiff a vexatious litigant and exhibits 

434142 03/27/2018 CJP CarrieJ. Phaneuf 0.80 260.00 208.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Receipt and review of Amrhein 63 ~age motion to quash Deposition on Written Questions to medical providers and notary and 
motion for sanctions · 

434145 03/27/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phaneur 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email with client regarding A~rhein motion to quash and plan for responding to same 
' 

434355 03/27/2018 JLS Jennifer L. Smiley · 0.20 195.00 39.00 0.00 0.00 

Reviewed and evaluated Plaintiff's )Motion for Sanctions and Motion to quash in preparation of vexatious litigant hearing 

0.00 

434258 03/28/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~ 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Draft email with client regarding retiew of newest Amrhein filing 

434259 03/28/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phanetjf 0.10 260.00 26.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phone conference with Chase Ba~k regarding status of their response to Deposition on Written Questions for notary information 
regarding Amrhein's forgery of not,ry 

434260 03/28/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~f 0.20 260.00 52.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Review and analyze email from cli~nt with motion for fees filed by Prosperity Bank against Amrhein and evidence that Amrhein is 
able to appear at court house for 1ings 

434261 03/28/2018 .CJP Carrie J. Phane~f 0.10 260.00 26.00 o.oo o.oo 0.00 

Draft email to claims professions r~gardin and status of vexatious 
litigant hearing ; 

434262 03/28/2018 CJP Carrie J. Phane~f 0.30 260.00 78.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Plan and prepare for hearing on v~xatious litigant motion including review of a~davit on fees and need to supplement same, key 
cases for judge review, and other ~emonstrative materials for court 

Totals: 248.20 54,613.50 189.60 41,665.00 

Expenses 

417697 11/13/2017 E112 6.80 1.00 6.80 6.80 1.00 6.80 

Online research via Pacer for cou~ docket report and documents. 

417219 11/15/2017 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Filetime fee - Defendants Lennie f. Bollinger and Wormington & Bollinger's Original Answer (EFILETX 20741829) ~-
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421527 12/12/2017 E112 

Online research via Pacer for cou~ docket report and documents. 

418981 12/22/2017 E112 

0 
Worked Values 

Qty Bfilil Amount 
5.60 1.00 5.60 

3.33 1.00 3.33 

Court fees - Defendants Rule 91 a Motion to Dismiss (EFILETX21463933) 

420013 01/03/2018 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Court fees - Defendants' First Amended Answer (EFILETX21575373) 

420015 01/03/2018 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Court fees - Notice of Hearing (EFjLETX21569703) 

421176 01/05/2018 E112 3.33: 1.00 3.33 

Court fees - CJP Vacation Letter (!=FILETX21636232) 

427062 01/15/2018 E106 2.90 1.00 2.90 

Online research via Pacer for couqt docket report and documents. 

422476 01/18/2018 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Billed Values 

0.00 1.00 

3.33 1.00 

3.33 1.00 

3.33 1.00 

3.33 1.00 

0.00 1.00 

3.33 1.00 

Court fees - Affidavit of Carrie Johnson Phaneuf on Attorney's Fees and Costs in Support of Defendant's Motion to Dismiss 
(EFILETX21894492) 

425093 01/19/2018 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 

Court fees - Defendants Reply to plaintiffs Response to Motion to Dismiss (EFILETX21931380) 

425135 01/22/2018 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 

Court fees - Proposed Order on 9~a Motion to Dismiss (EFILETX21981471) 

425141 01/23/2018 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 

0.00 

3.33 

3.33 

3.33 

3.33 

0.00 

3.33 

3.33 

3.33 

3.33 

Court fees - Defendants Further ~eply to Plaintiffs Supplemental Filings in Response to Defendants Motion to Dismiss Under 
Rule 91a (EFILETX22011469) 

427061 01/24/2018 E106 13.80 1.00 13.80 0.00 1.00 0.00 
I 

Online research via Pacer for cot.!rt docket report and documents. 

428284 01/25/2018 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Filetime Defendent's Request for1Disclosure to Plaintiff. (#22061823) 

432798 02/09/2018 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Court fees - Filing of Defendants !Motion for an Order (Exhibits A to G-2) ( #22437092) 

432828 02/09/2018 E 112 
I 

3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Court fees - Defendants Motion fbr an Order [SECOND PART] (Continuation of Submission Identification 22437092 due to size 
limitations per Brenda at the clerjc's office) e-filed 2018°02-09 (ETXFILE22437453) 

432820 02/12/2018 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Court fees - E-Filing Defendants I Notice of Hearing for Defendants Motion for an Oder Determining Plaintiff Darlene Amrhein to 
Be A Vexatious Litigant and Req~esting Security e-filed 2018-02-15 (EFILETX22467154) 

432822 02/12/2018 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Court fees - Defendants Supple~ent to Their Motion for an Order Determining Plaintiff Darlene Amrhein to Be A Vexatious 
Litigant and Requesting Seculn}1, e-filed 2018-02-15 (EFILETX22466894) 

432802 02/14/2018 E112 3.33 1.00 3.33 3.33 1.00 3.33 

Court fees - Filing of First Amen~ed Notice of Hearing for Defendant's Motion. {#22532123) 

431832 02/15/2018 E106 34.20 1.00 34.20 0.00 1.00 0.00 

Online research via Pacer for ctjurt docket report and documents. 

431829 02/19/2018 E106 6.10 1.00 6.10 0.00 1.00 0.00 

Online research via Pacer for ctjurt docket report and documents . 
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IQ .Iam Jkpr/Exp Activity ~scription 
432784 03/07/2018 E112 

Qtl£ Rm Amount 
3.33 1.00 3.33 0.00 

Court fees - Filing of Defendants R~sponse in Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion to Compel (EFILETX22993662) 

431889 03/12/2018 E110 32.70 1.00 32.70 0.00 

Travel to Collin County Courthouse lfor Hearing. 

Totals: 155.38 

Report Totals: 

3/29/201 B 10:56 AM 

155.38 

54,768.88 

56.75 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

56.75 

41,721.75 
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CMW 
COBB MARTINEZ WOODWARD 

Carrie J. Phaneuf 

2 I 4.220.S206 

1 

0 

Via Priority Overnight Ma~I 
Darlene Amrhein 
112 Winsley Circle 
McKinney, TX 75071 

0 

February 7, 2018 

214.220.S256 I direct fax 
cphaneuf@cobbmartinez.com 

Re: Amrhein v. Ballinger, et al; Cause No. 005-02654-2017 in the Collin County 
Court at Law No. 2, Collin County, Texas. 

TRE ~08 SETTLEMENT COMMUNICATION 

Dear Ms. Amrhein: 

On behalf of Lennie !Bollinger and Wormington Law Group, PLLC d/b/a Wormington 
and Bollinger ("Defendants"~, I have been authorized to make the following offer of settlement 
to you in the above matter: · 

In an effort to avoi!. any further expense of the· litigation, and without admitting any 
wrongdoing, Defendants wil agree to not pursue collection of the $14,130.60 in fees and costs 
awarded to them by the Co 's January 30, 2018 Order on their Rule 91a Motion to Dismiss in 
exchange for your agreement! that: · 

1. You will dismissi with prejudice all of your remaining claims in Cause No. 005-
02654-2017 currebHy.pending· in the County Court at Law No. 5 of Collin County, 
Texas; · 

2. You will agree to jexecute a settlement agreement that releases any and all claims you 
have asserted or cpuld have asserted against Defendants related to Anthony Balistreri, 
in your individual! and representative capacity, as well as any and all claims you have 
asserted or couldl have asserted against Defendants related to the lawsuit against 
David Schroeder filed as Cause No. 01-SC-16-00165 in the Justice of the Peace, 
Precinct· 1 of Coll}n County, Texas and later appealed to County Court at Law No. 2, 
Cause No. 002-26~3-2017; and 

3. You agree that th~ terms of the settlement will remain confidential. 

Attorneys & Counselors 1700 Pacifi~ Avenue, Suite 3100, Dallas, Texas 75201 P: 214.220.5200 F: 214.220-5299 cobbmartinez.com 

. ' e.tit:1-'e 1a12 

----·-·-------- ·----------+------------------ ·---·--·- ----1 



0 

This offer will remain open until 5:00 p.m. on February 13, 2018. 

If you do not agree tt' this offer, please send certified funds in the amount of $14,130.60 
made out to Cobb Martinez oodward PLLC IOL TA Trust Account on or before February 28, 
2018. The certified funds sh uld be sent to my office address below and to my attention. Please 
note that if there is a failure o remit these funds, Defendants will use any and all legal remedies 
available to them to pursue c(j)llection of same. 

I look forward to you~ response. 

CJP:klh 
CMW176571vl 

1813 

• 



0 

VERIFICATION/ AFFIDAVIT 

NO. tfrl)6- Q'~ &'!/ -~iJ I 7 

STATE OF TEXAS 

COUNTY OF COLLIN 

BEFORE ME, the undersigpe4 Plaintiff, Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein, who swore in 
her capacity & individually! on her sworn oath, deposed and said she prepared and signed 

,' I ' 

I 

· · formation a:s referen~ed and stated within is true and correct and of Darlene C. r1;· . 
Amrhein's own-personal ~owle_dge to best of her ability & documented. This state and 
or federal filing is for purp~se of"due process," fairness, Justice under State and Federal · . 

. Laws & presented in appliGable Court attached as sited for this Court filµig. 

~a~-~ 
Darlene C. Balistreri- Amrhein, Plaintiff, Pro Se 

SUBSCRIBED AND swo*1 TO ME, BEFORE ME: ON ~~- "Z t( 
Certify which witness my baiji.d and official seal. 

, 2018 to 

SEAL: 

SEAN LOUGHLIN 
Notary ID 11129595393 
My Commission Expires 

October 16, 2021 

Commission Expires bf° hu 

Notary Public of Texas (Printed Name) 

>>~ 1814 
"'"':-- ::_ .. ,_ ... : .. : .. 

https://a.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?cite=945+S.W.+2d+812&fi=co_pp_sp_713_11129595393&referencepositiontype=s


0 

I CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

A true and correct copy ~f Plaintiff's Responses & Objections To Defendants' Reply 
To Plaintiff's Response & ~econd Supplement To Their Motion For An Order 

I • 

Determining Plaintiff as V¢xations Litigant & Requesting Security (Plaintiff's Second 
Supplement) was served ~y Certified Mail through the United States Post Office on 

or about March 28, 2018] to the following: 

Collin County Courthou$e 

County Court at Law Nq. 6 

Honorable Judge Jay Be~der 
2100 Bloomdale Rd., Suhe # 30354 
McKinney, TX 75071 

Cobb, Martinez, Woodv4u'd, PLLC 

Attorney Carrie JohnsoniPhaneuf 

1700 Pacific A venue, Sljite # 3100 

Dallas, TX. 75201 

Certified 7016 1970 0001 1780 0002 

~~ 

Certified # 7016 1970 0001 1780 0019 

Re~pectfully submitted, 

~4t.,l,i,,.,·,~~ 
I 

Darien~ Balistreri-Amrhein, Plaintiff, Pro Se and 

Repres$ltative for Decf!11sed Anthony J. Balistreri 

~1~~1/P 
%: & ' .. , 

. :...· 
. ,·~~-
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t.J: _,-···· 4/2018 9:54 AM SCAN Page 1. _;~ 

~ -~ ' . 

CAUSE NO. 006-02654-2017 

DAR~ENE C. AMRHEIN, et al, Plaintiffs, 

V. 

ATTORNEY LE~IE F. BOLLINGER, AND WORMINGT = 
BOLIJINGER LAW FIRM, Defendant!§, et al ~ 

COLLIN, COUNTY, TEXAS 

qollin County Court at Law Six (6) 
Judge Jay Bender (Criminal Judge Jurisdiction $100,000.00 as invalid) 

! 

Plaintiff's Timel Res o ses & oh·ections To Show Cause Order: Email·Demands 
Made B Texas & Feder I Courts To Destro these 2 Lawsuits A ainst Plaintiff. As

iolations of ADA B Collusion A ainst Rule of Law As 
Discriminations Bias P ·udice & Retaliation Followin Cease & Desist Demand 

& Motion For Recusal As Certified Sent & Filed 

COMES NOW, Plaintiffi~ Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein to file Plaintiff's Timely 

Responses To All Courts EI)lail Demands Made From Texas And Federal Courts To 

Destroy 2 Lawsuits Agains~ Plaintiff, As a Disabled Person In Violations of ADA, In 

Collusion Against Rule of Ij,aw As Discriminations, Bias & Prejudice Retaliation, 

Following After Cease & ~esist Letters Were Sent to those as follows: 

. TWO SEPARATE LAWSUITS 

1) There are 2 separate la\fsuits that are being commingled- for express purpose to be 
sure to" Get-Plaintiff Amrtjein" in order to destroy 2 separate lawsuits, one Texas case & 
one Federal Lawsuit, befort she has any needed 2 surgeries & medical plans; 

2) This has been orchestr~ed by I:ederal & Texas personnel that became more obvious 
by multiple emails that werF sent on March 20, 2018, with demands, scheduling & 
Orders, followed by multip~e certified mail sent to commingle all Plaintiff's lawsuits; 

I . 

ACTVITIES OF U.~. EASTERN DISTRICT COURT & TE~S COURT 

3) The U.S. Eastern Cou.ft Staff is Karen Sessions of the United States Eastern 
Pistrict Court, Sherman Diyision, Texas & she called Plaintiff on March 19, 2018 & we 
talked again on March 20, lOI9 aboutthis_above styled & numbered lawsuit; 

4) The Eastern District ourt Attorne s & Law Firm are : Law Finn, Muskat, 
Mahony, Devine, Moses, A orney Grubb & Specific Attorney Michelle Mahony at 1201 

I 

/. 
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INTHE 
I 

uNfIEn STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR TUE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

SHERMAN DIVISION 

DARLENE- C.' AMRHEIN, iPlaintiff, 

vs. CIVIL ACTION NO. 4:18-cv--00018 

PROSPERITY'BANI<., JO'Jt:L ELONY, 

KEENA CLIFTON, and NAOMI THAMES, et al Defendants. 

Plaintifrs Timel Res o ses & ob·ections To Show Cause Order. Email Demands 
Made B Texas & Feder Courts To Destro these 2 Lawsuits A ainst Plaintiff As 

A 'Disabled Person Io 1olations· of ADA B Collusion A ainst Rule of Law As 
Discriminations Bias Pr ·udice & Retaliation Followio Cease·& Desist Demand 

Letters & otion For Recusal As Certified Sent & Filed· 

COMES NOW, Plaii:lti~, Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein to file Plaintiff's Timely 

Responses To All Courts Eiiiail Demands Made From Texas And Federal Courts To 
! 

Destroy 2 Lawsuits AgainstiPlaintiff, As a Disabled Person In Violations of ADA, In 

Collusion Against Rule of 1faw As Discriminations, Bias & Prejudice Retaliation, 

Following After Cease & q·esi.st Letters Were Sent to those as follows: 
I 

I TWO SEPARATE LAWSUITS 

1). There are 2 separate la~suits that are being commingled for express purpose to be 
sure to" Get Plaintiff Amr~ein" in order to destroy 2 separate lawsuits; one Texas case & 
one Federal Lawsuit, beforJ she'has any needed 2 surgeries&. medical plans; 

2) This has been orchestrafed by Federal &Texa~ personnel that became more obvious 
by multiple emails that wer~ sent on March 20, 2018, with demands, scheduling & 
Orders, followed by multiple certified mail sent to commingle all Plaintiff's lawsuits; 

i 

ACTVITIES OF U.~. EASTERN DISTRICT COURT & TEXAS COURT 
• I . • 

· 3) The U.S. Eastern Cou Staffis Karen Sessions of the United States Eastern 
District Court, Sherman Di ision, Texas & she called Plaintiff on March 19, 2018 & we 
talkedagain on March 20, , 019 about this above styled & numbered lawsuit; 

4) The Eastern District ourt Attorne s & Law Firm are : Law Firm, Muskat, 
Mahony, Devine, Moses, omey Grubb & Specific Attorney Michelle Mahony at 120 I 

/. 
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Louisiana Street, Suite # 85?, Houston, TX. 77002; And commingling partners are: 

5) State Court Attorne s: Cobb Martinez Woodward PLLC Law Firm 1700 
Pacific Ave, Suite 3100, D llas, TX. 75201, Attorneys Carne Johnson. Phaneuf, et al for 
Attorney Lennie Bollinger Wormington & Bollinger Law Firm, et al Lawsuit; 

6) The following titled two [lawsuits, style & case numbers are as follows: 
• i 

INTHE UN 
SHER AN DIVISION - Ma istrate Jud e Christine Nowak 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 4:18-CV-00018 

. DARLENE C. AMRHEIN, Plaintiff, 

V. 

PROSPERITY BANK, JO'EL ELONY, 

KEENA CLIFTON, and NAOMI THAMES, et al Defendants. 

AND 

Collin County Court at Law 6 
Judge Jay Be.ndef (Criminal Judge Jurisdiction $100,900.00 as invalid) 

CAUSE NO. 006-02654-2017 

DARLENE C. AMRHEIN, et al, Plaintiffs, 

V. 

ATIORJimY LENNIE F. BOLLINGER, AND WORMINGTON & 
BOLLINGER LAW FIRM, Defendants, et al 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

7) No One is Above The aws, but it appears. these 2 above Courts, Staffers, Attorneys 
on behalf of their individua Attorneys believe they are as they try to injure Plaintiff 
Amrhein, destroy two laws,its & continue to cover up, conspire, make unreasonable 
demands to violate laws in both lawsuits to detriment of Plaintiff as bias triers of no fact, 
while sick, disabled & incapacitated to apply pressure to dismiss these 2 lawsuits; 

i '• 

CEASE AND DESI$T ON THIS HARASSMENTS IN TWO LAWSUITS 
! . 

8) Plaintiff sent out indivi~ual certified letters to Cease & Desist this harassing. behavior 
against Plaintiff, which hasibeen ignored making this individual legal issues that can 

result in l~w~uit~ for defi1· e for these. violations of ~hese letters as they con~inue to, 
harass Plamttff, mterf ere w th her medical care, causmg delays, damages, patn & 
suffering to try to force her to dismiss one or both lawsuits, using her health to take 
advantage of her & by an· direct form of blackmail, threats & pressure by Attorneys, 
Staff, Judges, Courts & Def end ants for their own benefits; 

9) If Plaintiff were to die \Vhile in surgery as a result of these actions you all individually · 
would.be held liable in a lawsuit brought by Plaintiff's family for "wrongful death;." 

1 

1818 



i . 

10) These attorneys & co~' 'activities within have been unwanted as demanded, 
_ refused, illegal with notice an attempt to interfere with PlaintiWs medical care in 

violations of lllPPA & ADA Laws. for the purpose or retaliation against a medicated, 
disable, ill Plaintiff to take a~vantage of her & that is why the refusal to stay activity; 

11) This illegal activity ag~inst Plaintiff & these two pending lawsuit by attorneys, 
courts & judges is very sad & as such will be reported to authorities & turned over to 
Plaintiff's attorneys; 

12) . The last th,ree Cease & pesist Letters were ~ailed on March 21, 2018 with plenty of. 
notice to all parties as certi~ed & others before that, so all received their notices&·if you 
have suffered damagesas airesult of the· other party's disobedience of your cease and 
desist,· such~s lost profits, *ou may be in a position to recoverfinan'cial damages ~s 
well., which is 11otatanyon~'s or judge's discretion; · · 

13) In the modern legal $ystem, many unwanted and consistent actions may be 
deemed as harassment a$ in these two lawsuits; · 

DOCTOR'S LETTERS&) "GOOD CAUSE" REASONS TO STOP & STAY CASES 

AND "SHOW CAUSE O~CTIONS" TO COURT ORDER OF MARCH 1_9,.2018 

14) Plaintiff has provided 3j1Doctors letters, about 20 pages of medical needs & medical 
requirements & yet this is a I ignored & refused with demands for Plaintiff to do more 
work, come to hearings in $herman Texas, come to Collin County Courthouse when it is 
impossi~le to walk: not takq narco!ic medications that restri~t ~iving & cause Plaintiff 
more pam & suffenng froml her spme, legs & head area; which ts totally unreasonable & 
inhumane as none of you ak medical doctors & do not have any medical licenses; 

i / 

15) Plaintiff has "good cau~e" reasons to not appear at any hearings in either of 2 
lawsuits until full recovery from 2 back surgeries, so this is formal notice to both Courts; 

I 

16) The fact that all these ~ttomeys with the aid of these two above Courts, Magistrate 
Christine Nowak & Judge Jlay Bender are engaged in behavior that requires recusal as not 
un bias triers of fact, enfor9ing the exist. ing written & legislative laws of Texas & the 
United States Congress.is spown by all activities allowed & all demand hearings set; 

17) Only reasons you wan~ hearings is to dismiss & demand money out of Plaintiff at 
same time with no resolutitjn to any iawsuits in RETALIATION for no attorney; 

18) Plaintiff got that info"11ation on "good authority" from inside that is the purpose as 
rigged to aid attorneys agaipst litigants with no attorneys preventing U.S. & Texas 
Constitutional Rights ·with i'no due process," as blacklisted & this came from one of your 

-· own within the Texas legal !professionals, so reasons to pressure to dismiss; 

j, 
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19). PLAINTIFF HAS NO /INTENTIONS OF _DISMISSING ANY FILED & 
PENDING LAWSUITS oijt ANY OTHER LAWSUITS; 

' 

20) This became apparent iponths ago & continued with First Regional Judge Mary 
Murphy, who cancelled Judge Piper McCraw because of being a family court judge only 
& then assigned Judge Ang~la Tucker as a family court judge & before the ink was dry, 
-because of being a blackju~ge the Attorneys moved the case to federal court after more 
than one year, which is raci~I discrimination as known by the legal professionals in 2018; 

21) It appears that there is~ lot of funny business going on while hiding evidence & 
facts in thes:e _two lawsuit w~th "conflicts of interest;" that is ignored & illegal; 

22) On M_arch 19, 2018 Pla~tiff has a message left about a hearing in Sherman Texas 
with Judge Christine Nowal¢ at 3:30 PM thfit day; 

i . 

23) Plaintiff was medi~ate~ on pain killers & received this phone message at 6:30 PM; 

24) Plaintiff never recalled iany hearing or notice that was given & could never drive that 
distance at anytime due to d~sabilities, let alone drive while medicated unlawfully; 

: ! 

25) Plaintjffexplained ma~e a trip to Plano Courthouse unmedicated on March 19, 2018 
at about 8AM to tum in some court documents as,demanded within 14 days, under the 
assistance of a walker & asJistance from kind federal agents in the court building; 

I 

26) Upon leaving the pain )Vas severe & headed home to medication & bed to sleep 
because of all pain & effort !needed for this trip from McKinney to Plano & back home; 

27) Plaintiff meet the veryinice clerk "Richard," who filed stamped all court documents 
& claimed they would be filed immediately & timely to Judge Nowak; 

28) Plaintiff returned call tjn March 20, 2018 to Clerk Karen Sessions, who claimed that 
not all court filed documen~s were submitted to docket & Judge Nowak did not see all 
Plaintiff's filings from Mar¢h 19, 2018 filing; 

29) Plaintiff inquired as to/ why all court filings were riot docketed together & Clerk 
Sessions claimed that somei documents were highly offensive as recorded during our 
telephone conversation; 

30) Plaintiff's reply was th~t one exhibit was highly offensive, but that was just one fact 
of this Prosperity Bank La'fsuit before Judge Nowak; . 

i 

31) Court clerk Karen Sesr.·ons indicated that this needs to be sealed to the public, but 
would be available ~o th~ C urt ?f ~ppeals, if it comes to that, whic~ w~ not all factually 
correct as stated & tmphed _as this ts a cover up to prevent the facts m this case known; 

32) During this conversati~n .Plaintiff indicated that she is not getting all electronic 
notices, with some coming !upas appearance of hacking, which was being examined; 
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33) This is n~t th&first tim~ that Plaintiff has not gotten timely notices, so the electronic 
was suppose to corre_ct- thos~ issues, which has not as detailed information as to why 
Plaintiffwa~-~of:at'March 1~, 2018 hearing as a secondary reason; 

34)S.lerk s·essjons indicate~ she was meeting with Judge Nowak that March 20, 2018 
for a meeting to inform Jud$e Nowak about all outstanding situations in this lawsuit; 

35) Late afternoon of Marcp 20, 2018 Plaintiff get 4 emails about more demand from 
federal court with an Order ~igned by Judge Nowak for Plaintiff to appear & explain why 
she missed the March 19, 2~ 18 ordered conference before her, whicll. is another example 
of all confusion, misstatem~nts, violations of ADA & HIPPA Laws, knowing Plaintiff is 
ill, can't travel on her medi4ines & under "no work" Order from her doctor for her 
pending back surgeries; 

36) As of today, just like YFSterday Plaintiff cannot travel, cannot be without her 
medications, cannot do wor~ & has tried to the best of her ability, as ignored by this 
United States Magistrate Ju~ge Nowak & her court with appearance of bias, prejudice, 
"conflict of interest" & retaliation, after all court filed documentation to show cause; 

! • 

37) Judge Nowak continuJ's to try to demand that this Prosperity Bank Lawsuit could be 
dismissed, when she doesn' even have any. proper jurisdiction over some claims in this 
lawsuit that are banned fro state removal, as now hiding these court filings, all exhibits 
& evidence by preventing em on docket in clear view, Exhibits A to K, which shows 
her "conflict of interest," viplations of ADA & IDPPA Law, refusal to examine & address 
all facts in this lawsuit, whi~e continuing to harass Plaintiff, ignore facts of her medical 
condition as documented in/ 10 + pages with Dr. Arakal's 2 detailed & correct letters; 

38) Plaintiff is taking apprf priate actions of Motion Of Recus!il of Judge Christine 
Nowak & the United Statesi Eastern District Court for not enforcing laws & continuing to 
harass Plaintiff Amrhein as jfiled in a separate court filing & as mailed on the same day & 
same envelope for this filin~, as "no one is above the law;" 

' . 

39) Plaintiff expects JudgelNowak wiil refuse her recusal as in past for Appeal & formal 
complaints are against her (or those consequences, both in the Court of Appeals, U.S. 
House Judiciary, U.S. Senafe Judiciary & Congress; 

40) According to Judg~ N9wak & United States Eastern District Court she is ~o 
"offended by filed exhibits'r for the actions taken against Plaintiff as basis of this lawsuit, . 
so she then wants to protecj Prosperity Bank, et al, hide evidence & dismiss this lawsuit 
against rules, statutes, laws & Constitutional Rights, while retaliating against a disabled 
injured sick Plaintiff for pefhaps some motive; which is unreasonable, unlawful & illegal; 

i 

41) Magistrate Judge Chri~tine Nowak through this court has violated laws & was 
complained of, so she shou,d have re~used herself from the start in this lawsuit; 
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42) This is why Judge Now~ does not examine evidence, facts, court filings, medical & 
Doctor's letters & continuesjto harass Plaintiff to detriment ofher heath to take advantage 
of her unlawfully; ' 

43) March 22, 2018 Plaintiff received a message as not paid $732.00 in back wages 
from Prosperity Bank. So Pl~intiff is adding this to list of damages in this lawsuit, that 
belongs in Texas Courts for µnpaid wages that this U.S. Court is refusing to remand back 
& is trying to dismiss ·out o~ bias, prejudice, "conflict of interest," retaliation & revenge. 

44) Plaintiff is owed her wtjole amount of wages that they cheated her out of, lied to 
Texas State Agencies, unde~ reported wages & activated TWC unemployment, which is 
part of the cover up, collusi~n & conspiracy that is presentin this Court before Judge 
Christine Nowak, as stated ir prior court filings & stated by laws as banned; 

45) This discovery of $73Joo owed by Prosperity Bank was through a wage checker; 
! 

46) Plaintiff Darlene C. Aqirhein makes claim for this $732.00 of back wages, plus 
interest from 2015 to be pai~ immediately & all errors reported to TWC unemployment 
& worker's compensation; r 

47) It is against the law forian employer to retaliate against you in any way for filing a 
suit against the company. T~ere is a statute of limitations of 2 years unless the employer 
knowingly withheld your p~y and it is 3 years, which is the case with Prosperity Bank; 

' 

48}_If an employer knowin!y kept your pay from you, he could face civil consequences, 
or he could be forced to pa a fine up to $1000. In some cases, criminal prosecution 
could occur, and the fine co, Id be up to $10,000. If the business repeats these offenses, he 
could face jail time; 

49) It is unfair for you to wprk and then not get the pay that you deserve. The United 
States Department of Labo~ is now involved as this Court & associated parties have been 
reported, so for Magistrate ,udge Nowak to try to dismiss & cover this. up is "obstruction 
of Justice" & "Fraud Upon !courts," including the 199th District Court Collin County; 

! 

TWO LAW FIRMS/ & ATTORNEYS INVOLVED WITH DEFENDANTS 

50) The two law firms are obb Martinez Woodward PLLC Law Firm 1700 
Pacific Ave, Suite 3100, D llas, TX. 75201, Attorneys Carrie Johnson. Phaneuf, et al for 
Attorney Lennie Bollinger Wormington & Bollinger Law Firm, et al; and Law Firm 
Muskat Mahon Devine Moses Attoroe Grubb & S ecific Attoroe Michelle 
Mahony at 1201 Louisian Street, Suite # 850, Houston, TX. 77002; 

. i 
51) These attorne s & la firms have colluded to ether, shared information to devise 
a plan to "Get Plaintiff' in oth lawsuits to force dismissal due to Plaintiff's serious 
medical con(lition for their own benefits with help of Magistrate Nowak & Judge Bender; 

' 
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52) These court actions & a~tivities are illegal for the benefit of these corrupt Defendants 
. ., , . & their attQrneys in both la~suits as Attorneys falsely claim Plaintiff has no surgery date; 

··" . . . ' . 
53) This why there is an orphestrated effort between the Texas Court, Judge Jay Bender 
&the Federal Court Magist~ate Nowak to "get Plaintiff before her two surgeries any way 
they can, which is illegal "c~nflict of interest," bias •. prejudice, collusion & retaliation; 

I 

OBSTRUCTION OF .,STICE & FRAUD UPON COURTS BY ATTORNEYS 

54) The two law firms are obb Martinez Woodward PLLC · Law Firm 1700 
Pacific Ave, Suite 3100, D llas, TX. 7520 I, Attorneys Carrie Johnson. Phaneuf, et al for 
Attorney Lennie Bollinger Wormington & Bollinger Law Firm, et al; and Law Firm 
Muskat Mahon Devine oses Attorne Grubb & S ecific Attorne Michelle 
Mahony at I 201 Louisiana, Street, Suite # 850, Houston, TX. 77002; 

55) These attorneys & law firms have colluded together, shared information to devise a 
plan to "Get Plaintiff'' in both lawsuits to force dismissal due to Plaintiff's serious 
medical condition for their ~wn benefit with help of Magistrate Nowak & Judge Bender; 

I 
I . 

56) These court actions & ~ctivities are illegal for the benefit of these corrupt Defendants 
& their attorneys in both Iatsuits as Attorneys falsely claim Plaintiff has no surgery date; 

I 

57) This was obvious as Ju~ge Dan Wilson orders over_ $14,000 for Attorney· Phanuef in 
th~ Lennie Bollinger & Wmjmington & Bollinger lawsuit as apart of rigged system; 

I 
58) Judge Wilson recusal f,' as warranted & his Order is Appealable, while Attorney 
Phanuef threatens Plaintiff ith seizure of her money unlawfully as Social Security is 
protected with more of her arassment & criminal acts; 

_59) What Attorney Phaneui fails to mention Plaintiff was hospitalized multiple times \ 
since Dec. 26, 2017, medic ted on n~cotics with compromise thou. ght process & could 
not file anything without b ing under influence of drugs & serious pains, making this 
Judge Wilson Ordednvalid~ · 

60) Attorney Phaneuf cont;
1 

ues falsities against senior, disabled Plaintiff claiming a 
fake vexatious litigant with no proof, but still defames & discredit her for more attorneys 
fees, falsely claims Doctor rakal does not answer court's calls & falsely claims Plaintiff 
has no surgery date is Obs . ction of Justice, "Frauds Upon Courts& "violations of laws 
to mislead the Courts as a exas licensed attorney along with· her partners; 

i 

61)_ ~ttorne~ Phaneuf co.nt.t.u~s to.commit fraud upo~ the Co~s li~ting addre~ses that 
Plamt1ffhas never been to 1 hfe with names of notaries as she hsts m court filmg on 
March 7, 2018 court filing , s Obstruction of Justice & intent to mislead by frauds; 

1823 



'_, __ ...... · 
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62) Attorney Phanuef comiains about "denied stay" in Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals, 
wh~n there is "no work req ired_ in that Court" & the notice filing was just a courtesy to 
let the Court know if anyth . g was needed further from Plaintiff, would be unavailable; 

I 

63) Actual!y the Fifth Circtjit Cou~ of Ap~eals granted Plaintiff no additional w?rk at all 
· under the circumstances of '1e medical notices, so another Attorney Phaneuf falsity; 

! 

64) Attorney Phaneuf staterpent of Plaintiff walking with cane is false because that was 
in start of medical care, docfors have Plaintiffw!th a walker, which has now changed to 
back braces, both leg brace~& neck brace, after falling 4 different times, making it 

· impossible to drive as incap citated, so more falsity to mislead Courts, Judges, Attorneys 
& Defendants to discredit P aintiff in these two lawsuits; 

65) Plaintiff has been very ~ansparent about her medical condition as stated many times 
as verified as to her incapac~ties, yet continued to be ignored or changed by lies; 

! 

66) The fact that Plaintiff!:ver travelled to all these Attorney Phaneuf locations is 
ridiculous & mail services av~ been hand carried by others if available, just like 
preparation & couriered do uments, so "more falsities to mislead the Courts;" 

! 

67) Attorney Phaneuf falsq claim of "vexatious litigant" is a joke that was never 
researched just like all her tjther false statements for her to get free money by rigging; 

68) Attorney Phaneuf falsely claims that Plaintiff is continuing to prosecute 3 lawsuits, 
with hearings, which is tota ly false as giving written notifications to Courts as demanded 
only under these incapacita~ed medical conditions as all stopped as of March 22, 2018; 

69) Plaintiff was removed from her home to a safe place that is not an apartment or a 
home with no address & no/computer, so all these harassments are forced to stop, which 
prevents mail & contacts for this incapacitated senior disabled Plaintiff until 6 months 
from April 26, 2018 surge~, minus any complications is "not an indefinite time in these 
lawsuits," so again Attomex Phaneuf is False to mislead, obstruct & fraud upon Courts 
that is sanctionable conducti by a Texas licensed Attorney; 

! 

70) If Plaintiff replies to tar.suits, she has no medical problems to prosecute lawsuits per 
Attorneys, when done to th¢ best she can under "incapacitated medical circumstances;" 

I • 

71) If Plaintiff doesn't repl~ then she is not prosecuting these lawsuits & time is held as 
"indefinite" in both lawsuit$, which is an out right lie, as cut, paste & friends used to file; 

I 

72) So now these bad acto* within have made it impossible for Plaintiff to function & 
for her health & safety sak~ has been removed from her home that will be dealt with after 
full recovery from April 26~ 2018 unless death then charges o_f 'wrongful death will be 
filed for all these named P3flicipants; 

73) Plaintiff received notic~ Lennie Bollinger lawsuit is set for April 5, 2018 at 1:30 at 
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I 

· Collin County Courthouse 8+ April 2, 2018 at about the same time in Sherman Texas 
Courthouse, ~hows their effqrts to "Obstruct Justice" against Plaintiff, who will not 
appeai: due. to her serious m~dical conditions & all detailed information given with three 
Doctor's letters & as _stated tithin this court filing; 

74) What is amazing out oflrriore than 30 attorneys not one would touch the case due to 
the~r "attorneys pack", no m~. tt~r money paid as they ar~ not ~o cross each other. ~s rigged, 
which has been reported to fmted States Department of Justice & other Authont1es; 

·! 

75) Plaintiff contacted Lawr.er.com & in two instances Lennie Bollinger Lawsuit was 
accepted by same Lennie B111inger for payment to represent Plaintiff's case; ( Rigged !) 

76) About a week later, Matie Wormington.accepted her own lawsuit by Marie 
Wormington for their greed pf more money, no platter the case, which shows "the fix is 
always in;" ( RICO & Frau~s against Litigants.) 

I . 

77) When Plaintiff declareq in the "Cease & Desist letters" that she would go to press 
over their misconduct & act~ons taken to expose attorneys & Courts, they ignored it as 
they think there is a lock do}Vtl on the press too;· (Guess again !) 

I 

78) The deals made to get t.orrupt judges to the bench is unbelievable as examined for 
over 21 years, including bri es, thefts, created false judgment~ as covers & authorities 
that do nothing in so called 

1

'Name of Justice" as ordinary person do not stand a chance; 
I 

79) This amounts to RICO ~ Organized Crimes Against United States Litigants; 
I 

80) This is why lawsuits are passed to friends or Defendants, or ex-employees for a false 
result of a fake judgment c$er up & "no results" as their "illegaf con game;" 

81) This is why lawsuits ar~ transferred between colleagues for "conflict of interest" 
protection of a society of le~al professionals getting rich off average citizens by Frauds; 

I 

82) March 21, 2018 Plaintfff has on good authority that there is "a pack among Collin 
County Attorneys that they t-vm not go against each other," which means Collin County 
legal system & attorneys ar~ rigged against stanite_s, civil rules, legislated laws & U.S. & 
Texas Constitutional Rights/ to take money· from litigants for false representations; 

83) This aH demonstrates~
1 

orruption at Collin County Courthouse & ADA compliance 
under control of First Regi nal Judge Mary Murphy as she pretends assignments in 
Prosperity Bank Lawsuit & 

1 

false "attorneys' fees'' given in the Lennie Bollinger & 
Wormington & Bollinger L~wsuit as normal course of business & court practices in 
Collin County, Texas; 

84) The Courts & Attorney~ blacklist Plaintiff, prevent all attorneys, hit her with every 
possible Attorneys fees & s~ction to silence her, discredit, ruin her reputation & she still 
won't go away, so now it is[denied health issues for pressure to stop her, that too is not 

I 
I 

i 
! 

' 

9. 
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\Y.orki~g as they ~tep it up ~ Plaintiff is. exposing their crimes & greed; 

8S) So altematt~e is to m4 this all public through media to be examined for facts that 
"ordinary people" are being I duped for money & illegal acts as a pack of protection by 
attorneys, law firms,judgej1& courts corruption committing "Fraud Upon The Court," 
Plaintift:s, Defendants & Lit gants of all types for m.oney much like other authorities for 
greed & false retainers, wh n decisions are not based on facts or evidence, but on the 
"Collin County B~ddy Syst

1 

m" to extort money called."attorneys fees; 

86) There is a book "Under the Bench" to be published on all these above facts by 
manuscripts submitted; 

87) If you notice these Rec~sal Motions were dated at an earlier, because "good cause" 
reasons were evident back $en /fa, held, so Defendants Attorneys could not falsely accuse 
Plaintiff of Motions To Rect' se based on any specific Orders, but based on violations of 
legisiated laws, confusions, attitudes, cover up, collusion, conspiracy, bias, prejudice, 
ADA & retaliations as exhi ited in hiding all Defendants' illegal acts with aid of Texas 
licensed Attorneys, Texas &J United States Judges to promote "corruption & frauds;" · 

I . . 

88) "Plaintiff will Not be An Court Hearin s until after full recove from two 
back surgeries as filed befo e for "good· cause" reasons, so all parties can stop interfering 
with all medical as you all . e not practicing physicians & actions as such are illegal; 

I 

89) March 23, 2018, Plaintiff is being removed from her home due to these various 
harassments, interferences tb obstruct her serious health care conditions & needed 
medical care for her own sarety, due to these illegal acts, as defam~tions need to be 
exposed as these shameful p_over up, collusion, frauds & conspiracies that exist in both 
la~suits protected ~y Judge~ Bend~r~ N~w3:1' with aid of their named cl.erks, all na~ed 
Attorneys & Law Firms as ~isted w1thm this timely court filed document & all associated 
documents; · · 

90) Plaintiff confirmed fal~e stories, medical interferences, Cease & Desist letters as 
giving fair notice of harms ~eing caused to Plaintiff.; 

I 

91) Plaintiff's proof is T.ex~ Messages. Emails. Conversations & All Court filings; 
'. 

threatens, mtlmtdates, ala s, or puts one m fear for has or her safety. . 
. . . . 

92) Haras~m.en! is' unwa.n~. ':d. , unw.elcom~,.and uninvit~d behavior.which annoys, 

93) The behavior is offensl' ve and has an. intention to distu~b, upset, or annoy the . . 
individual being subjected o harassment by Bullying, Stalking, Cyberstalking, 
lntim.idation, Invasion of p ivacy, Breach of contract, Libel or slander of ~efamation; . 
94) You can file a civil ac ion claiming infringement,. and request an injunctioQ which 
would result in a demand ftom the~court ordering thejnfringing party to stop.using your 
protected materials, except!they are all involved in the infringements, as rigged; 

. ! . ' 

//). 
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·· · . 95) How p·l~ii}~does Englis~have to be & how many times must it be told before all 
"'"w~thin ':ge(s'it;•• so now ma be you can hear Plaintiff's voice & stop it, while Plaintiff 
takes care of her health & Ii e to resume back in 6 months without complications; 

•• , I 

·96.:). Plaintiff: plans to sue e4h & every offender with an out of state Attorneys & Law 
FI.I1Tl & pubhsh "Under Tuel Bench," Book, so people are aware of what Courts & 

· Attorneys are all aJ,out in wprking against American Citizens & against Justice ! 

97)- One question how mu~h were you paid to violate your duty, oath of office & legal 
licenses to hide illegal acts ~ how many people were cheated to date as being reported ? 

98) Motions for Recusal h~ve been filed.against Magistrate Judge Christine Nowak, 
United States Eastern Distri~t Court of Texas and Judge Jay Bender in the County ~ourt 
at Law No. 6 Collin Countyj Texas; 

! 

Ir CONCLUSION AND PRAYER 

99) What happened to th~: Rule of Law ???? 
I 

100) Plaintiff has asked th~ Doctor for a third medical letter as very busy saving & 
repairing lives as licensed p~ysician, that Attorney Phaneuf falsely claims does not 
respond, so !·checked, apolpgized for her misconduct & interference as claimed & 
learned it was all false, pho~y & used to mislead the Court in her false court filings; 

I 

101) Time to stop all this medical interference crap & start acting like reasonable adults; 
I • 

! . 

102) The 2 Court & 2 Judgts should not be breaking laws / rights & .are "good cause" . 
reasons for Judges' Motion To Recuse Judge Bender & Judge Nowak, who are without 
proper jurisdictions in both awsuits, discriminative & engaging in corruption in lawsuits; 

I • 

103) So how disabled is P~aintiff? Including all medical that has been submitted to 
these Courts, Plaintiff has npw been fitted for two leg braces & an additional back brace 
now before April 26, 2018 ~urgery with multiple doctor appointment for surgery 
clearances. 

104) Plaintiff has been rer11oved from her home for health & safety with protection to 
stop all harassments, to preyent affecting my Medical Care, so lies can stop. Shameful ! 

I 

105) No hearings to attend las shows "good cause" reasons with knowledge of all the 
facts as correct & current ttj date, along with sworn affidavit. (Incapacitated Totally!) 

I 

106) If anyone proceeds hJving this knowledge knowingly & two recusal motions then 
Plaintiff wiU Appeal for re~ersaf & all these damages caused, since start of lawsuits! 

! ' . 

107) All Plaintiff's Object1tns & Responses stand as filed within for all timely notices 
given, along with Plaintiff' sworn affidavit as true & correct as to my current status that 
applies to both styled & nu bered lawsuit as stated within this & all Plaintiff's filings; 

//. 
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108) All thi~_.dis~~iminaltins, bias, prejudice, "conflict of interest," retaliation, false 
. filings, known false accus tions, thi::eati:"'demands, frauds, obstructions, denied 
ADA, prevented. stay, bla· klisting to prevent all legal representation is not "due 
process,"· but viola_,.tions o my li.S. & Texas Constitutional Rights as reported 
cr~minal& '~Fraud upon ¢oui1s," by conspiracy, cover up, retaliation & collusion; 

109) "Legal pack betweeniAttorneys & Judges are illegal, obvious & exposed now;" 

110) Plaintiff knows dow~ deep you all wish her well & ~ill be praying for her good & 
quick recovery as once a m~nth after April 26, 2018,starting May 30, 2018 a notice will 
be sent at the end of month ~o Courts, when Plaintiff can lift her head again to live. 

111) Time to "get the mess~ge & follow the U.S. Federal Rules of Civil Procedure & 
Texas Rules of Civil Proce4ure, United States Constitution & The Texas Constitution on 
the judicial process, all rigttits, "due process," ethics & case law, to lift all blacklisting, 
which is a violation of laws1 & criminal along with "conspiracy, & cover up for unfair 
advantages against an ill, di~abled, senior Plaintiff as stated within timely & transparent. 

I 

112) ~laintiff's legal soutr' as to the unethical acts of these Courts, Judges & Attorneys 
is a well respected one of y ur own top Attorneys & Staff that was exposed & revealed to 
Plaintiff as to the true pie e of all discriminations that have been on going with 
fraudulent Court Orders to el money to Attorneys in violation of laws by corruption; 

' . 
! 

113) These discriminationr.· di<! not start & stop at ADA & Plaintiff's health, but has been 
on going since the filing of e first lawsuit at the Collin County Courthouse under the 
authority of First Regional , dministrative Judge Mary Murphy's questionable conduct; 

! . 

114) Magistrate Judge Chr~stine Nowak as a United States Federal Judge does not have 
any discretion to violated ~nited States legislated laws, deny "due process," & deny 
Plaintiff or any litig?Jit proqer jurisdiction & deny any U.S. Constitutional Rights; 

115) Judge Bender does ntjt have the discretion to not have proper jurisdiction to decide 
this lawsuit of $200,000.00lor more & to award any attorneys fees like Judge Wilson that 
is cover up, false & conspir~cy agairist Plaintiff or any litigant by "Corruption;" 

! 

116) Everything that has b4en done thus far in the Collin County Courthouse lawsuits & 
Federal United-States Eastern District Court lawsuit within has been done unethically, 
while breaching sworn oattj of office, all duties & existing Texas & Federal laws; 

i 

117) No one is above the la~s, Rules of Civil Procedure, legal process, including Judges, 
Attorneys, Defendants, Cietks & others & there is no discretion for this CORRUPTION ! 

(&r;Uf ~ iuZ:e.·:;~cr~ 
, ;;t;~;treri-Amrhein, Plaintiff, Pro Se 

I /~. 
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.- 20.18·0]·27 12:35 Texas Bac~.-l~itute 

, .•. T~x!~kC!;. 
. 9726085068 » -· 972 547 0448 P 1/1 

March 27, 2018 .. 

Re: Darlene Amrhein 

To: Whom It May Concem,j 

Ms. Darl~ne Amrhein is a p ticnt of mine who is scheduled to undergo a Posterior Cervical 
Fusion .from C3-4 witl1 inectomy and A1lograft on 4/26/18; no cour:t work is to be done at 
that time. Currently, pt is to remain off work as she <:annot complete her usual work duties 
secondary to the severity of er cervical and lumbar pahtology; pt is to remain off work in light 
of the fact that we are prep 'ng for surgical interventiott and continued work could exacerbate 
her pain and lead towards er deterioration. Please keep pt off of work. Please contact·my 
offices iri the events that m information is necessary or in the events that clarification is 
needed. Our phone number s 972-608-SOOO; our fax number is 972-1508-Sl 60. . ' 

~ 
Rajesh q. Arakal, M.D. · 
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STATE OF TEXAS 

COUNTY OF COLLIN 

I 

• VERIFICATION / AFFIDAVIT 

Cause No. 006-02654-2017 

BEFORE ME, the undersi~ed Plaintiff, Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein, who swore in 
her capacity & individually! on her sworn oath,.,deposed & said she prepared and signed 
Plaintiff's Timely Response~ To All Courts Email Demands Made From Texas And Federal 

Courts To Destroy 2 Lawsui~s Against Plaintiff, As a Disabled Person In Violations of ADA, 

In Collusion Against Rule o~ Law As. Discriminatio.ns, Bias & Prejudice Retaliation, . 

Following After Cease & D+sist Letters, Hearings& Motion For Recusal As Certified 

Were Sent & Filed. 

This information as refer~e· ed and stated within is true and correct and of Darlene C. 
Amrhein's own personal owledge to best of her ability & documented. This Texas 
State filing is for purpose o "due process," fairness, Justice under State Laws & Rights 
presented in applicable Coyrt attached as sited for this Court filing. 

Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein, Plaintiff, Pro Se 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWOR!tJ TO ME, BEFORE ME: ON d&-J 2·'( , 2018 to 
. ' 

Certify which witness my h~ and official seal. 

SEAL: 

SEAN LOUGH LI 
Notary 10 #12959 393 
My Commlnion Ex lrH 

October 16, 20 1 

. Commission Expires-#"' 

Notary Public ofTexas (Printed Name) 

13. 
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I 

fERTIFICA TE OF SERVICE 

A true and correct copy of Plaintiff's Timely Responses & Objections To Show Cause 
Order, Email Demands Mafe From Texas And Federal Courts To Destroy 2 Lawsuits 
Against Plaintiff, As a Disa~led Person In Violations of ADA, In Collusion Against Rule 
of Law As Discriminations{ ~ias & Prejudice Retaliation, Following After Cease & 
Desist Letters, Hearings & 1VJotion For Recusal As Certified Were Sent & Filed was 
setved by Certified Mail through the United States Post Office on or about March 
26, 2018 to the following~ 

Collin County Courthous~ 

County Court at Law No.: 6 

Certified 7016 1970 0001 1780 0002 

I 

i 

Honorable Judge Jay Betjder 
2100 Bloomdale Rd., Suite# 30354 

I 

McKinney, TX 75071 

Cobb, Martinez, Woodw}d, PLLC Certified # 7016 1970 0001 1780 0019 
! ' 

Attorney Carrie Johnson rhaneuf 

1700 Pacific Avenue, SuiJte # 3100 

Dallas, TX. 75201 

Respectfully submitted, 

k~<L>(? p~~~-,~-~ 
Darlene!Balistreri-Amrhein, Plaintiff, Pro Se and 

!· 

Represe~tative for Deceased Anthony J. Balistreri 
I 

£fG2-1 /1~ . 
I 

/~ 
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! CAUSE. NO. 006-02654-2017 

D~ENE C. AMRHEIN, et al, Plaintiffs; . 

V. ~ 0 ~ 
. .. 0 _;;;_ 

ATTORNEY LE~NIE F .. BOLLINGER, AND WORMING~8~ , t 
BOLftINGER LAW FIRM, Defendants, et al ~~~ '. 7'"-

~ollin County Court atLaw Six (6) 
COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

:z:-<-< : ~ ;jf:1::,. . _, 
;...,..,,"' »a 
-i;v~ :z 
~,...,, 9? 

,:ta, r-
cn o :: . c.., ..., 

PlAINTIFF'S SWORN AFFIDAVIT 

Comes now, Plaintiff Dar~ene C. Balistreri-Amrhein to file Plaintiff's Sworn 
Affidavit as follows: 

' . 

1) I, Darlene C. Balistreri-,i\mrhein, am over the age of eighteen years old; 
! 

. 2) I, Darlene C. Balistreri-~hein, make this Plaintiff's Sworn Affidavit of my own 
free will, being of sound m~nd without confusion & no medicati?ns at this moment; 

3) I am disabled with diab~tes & other health problems needing medical care; 
i ' 

4) I am in need of two bac~ operations wi~ first one on April 26, 2018; 

5) More than one surgeon )'viii be involved in my surgeries as hospitalized & 
rehabilitation with about 2 ~onths of recovery if no complications; 

6) I will have my second sigery (ollowing recovery from first surgery & very necessary; 
' , . 

7) I have to go through sev~ral tests, labs & examinations for diabetes, heart problems & 
complete physicals for clearance to have these 2 surgeries to prevent loss of life at senior 
age as a. "high risk patient f well over the age of 50 years old; 

8) I am wearing braces for lback, neck, both legs & limited support with a walker & cane; 
i 

9) I have fallen 4 tirries in ~he past month causing additional injuries; 

10) I have filed court docu~ents to the best of my ability in the pending lawsuits; 

11) I have problems drivin~ & cannot take pain medications, causing extreme pain; 
! 

12) The extreme pain _prevf nts sleeping, walking, & very low exhaustive no energy; 
I • . 

13) I cannot come to any c~urt hearings because of incapacitated health circumstances; 
I 

14) I have ~een removed f~om my home for my health & safety sake with no contacts; 
I 

15) I have··no mailing addrfss to receive any court documents & no access to a computer; 

t 
I 

! 

/ 
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. 16) I am on various medicftfons that change with the amount & types of pain suffered; 

17) I know what my medi~al restrictions are as briefed on what to expect medically; 
. I 

18) I have used help of fri~nds for assistance as unable, when needed to answer in past; 
I ' 

19) I am waiting for healt~ insurance approval for all these high expensive medical bills; 

20) I have been transparent about my medical conditio~ to the Courts, et al; 

. 21) I cannot concentrate~ confusion from pain &medications due to conditions; 

22) I have experienced int~nse pain, upset, confusion, pressure from ~II demands made 
by Courts, Ju.dges, Attorne~s & Defendants, since December 26, 2017 hospitalization; · 

... - I 

23) I have been denied the ~erican With Disabilities Act / ADA since December 26, 
2017 that has resulted in m?re pain & personal affects upon my body & health unjustly; 

i 

24) I have ask,ed all parti~e' to these pending lawsuits to grant me a 6 m(?nth stay from . 
due to my serious health co ditions & circumstances, but have been denied with 
additional pressures, dem ds & activities that I either can't do or cause more struggles; 

I 

25) I have had to deal withl false statements & out right lies about me, vexatious litigant, 
etc. & these pending lawsu~ts as collusion has continued based on frauds upon the courts 
& obstructions of justice w~th RICO pack of bias, prejudice, conflict of interest & 
retaliations by Judges, Coutts, Attorneys & Defendants causing damages & recusal; 

I 

26) I have felt'& am aware bf the "conflict of interest," bias, prejudice, retaliation against 
· me & my pending lawsuits ~om the Courts, Judges, Attorneys & Defendants since 2017; 

i 

27) I am aware of the theft I of my wages from Prosperity Barik & have reported that to 
authorities, which is a validl claim & not under the jurisdiction of the Federal Court & 
Judge Nowak as banned frqm removal from. Texas Courts, but has been refused; 

i 

28) I am aware of the frau4ulent demand for responses, to Court documents in the Lennie 
Bollinger Lawsuit, while I f.,as hospitalized & continually medicated that affected all 
responses to the 26f or 91a :that prevented a complete & valid response to which I was 
ordered to pay a attorneys es of over $14,000.00 & the threats made by their attorneys, 
which was prejudicial, con iracy, cover up & APPEALABLE; 

29) I am aware of the prej dice, bias, retaliation & "conflict of interest" of Judge Dan 
Wilson, Magistrate Judge hristine Nowak, Regional Judge Mary Murphy & Judge Jay 
Bender for ~ number of rea ons for M9tions To Recuse as not based on Orders or for 
delay, but based on those is ues & lack of enforcement of laws, civil rules, statutes & my · 
U.S. & Texas Constitutiona Rights as promised to me & especially all "due process;" 

! . 

30) I have been informed a~out the cover up & corruption at the Collin County 
Courthouse against well se~led laws, Texas & United States Constitution with right to 

1833 



,/ 
-,· 1' -~ 

legal representation, un-bi~ triers of fact, to be heard, examination of factual evidence & 
"due process" for a fair &jµst decision before ajury as "denied to me" & reported; 

- I 

. · . 31) I was informed the ~ea~on for # 30 is because "attorneys back each other no matter 
what by pack from all judgfs to all attorneys, leaving me with no chance for any Justice; 

' ' 

32) I was informed that th¥e is money changing hands between judges & attorneys for 
favorable decisions that are! purchased through friendships, etc. as RICO admiration 
society in Collin County, 'Ufxas & some United State Federal Judges against sworn oath 
of office, etc. while not enti rcing Texas & United States existing laws, rule~. statutes, & 
U.S. & Texas Constitution 1 Rights to cause injwies to Plaintiff as litigant in these 
lawsuits unlawfully to serv their own purposes by frauds in judicial system; 

I 

33) This corruption exists lin both Collin County Texas Courts & United States Federal 
Courts as witnessed by actiyities, demands, instructions, conflicts of interest & bias, etc. 

' 

34) · I have been taken advaptage of on many levels & now it is obvious as to my medical 
health circumstances for th~ pu_ rpose to cause a dismissal to give all attorneys wins· for 
more money & fraudulent 1,ttorneys' fees. This is RICO & illegal conspiracy, collusion & 
cover up to prevent fairnes~, due process & Justice again'st well settled laws & frauds to 
pretend that is their duty to ~ollect wages against litigants & taxpayers as no un bias triers 
of fact & no due process as !promised, but criminal acts against me; 

I 

35) After 75 contacts for At' orneys to represent these cases I was informed I was black
listed & no attorneys will t uch these cases unless they want to commit career suicide, so 
I_~ent to a legal relia?le pr ~es~i~nal_source, who info~ed ?1e of the "legal pack against 
ht1gants & true workmgs o Jud1c1al system style of"no Justice:& frauds;" (RICO) 

I 

36) My medical condition t not a sore toe. I have a right to expect reason in dealing with 
this from authorities that ha e decided to break laws for their own benefits, while being · 
denied all my U.S. & Texas, Constitutional Rights as a U.S. natural born citizen; 

! 

37) I am being retaliated atinst by these Courts, Judges, Attorneys & Defendants in this 
conspiracy cover up & was a "good cause" reason to_ be removed from my home for 
safety, healthcare & to prep e for 2 spine back surgeries with removal of bone & nerves; 

38) I cannot attend any cot' hearings, can't receive any mail, can't be contacted by 
internet of telephone messa es, or in person & have no ailing address, so everything has 
been stayed that affects all udges, all Courts Texas & Federal, all Attorneys, All Clerks 
& All Defendants effective jis immediately on March 22, 2018; 

I 

39) This "Stay for all CoW[t proceedings is in affect now & the 6 months of-medical is· 
from April 26, 2018 barrin~ any medical complications, so no indefinite & every month 
an update will be provided ~o each Court as a guid~ to time activity for pending lawsuits . 

.J. 
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40) There.-i; no prejudice for Courts, Judges, Attorneys & Defendants to wait the 8 
II1onths, but there is plenty pf prejudice to me, Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein & all lXZ:) 

-pending lawsuit, as I wish ~ did not have to go through this all; (el/W' &J . ~ 
41) I, Darlene C. Balistreri~Amrhein make these above true statements based on facts, 
my own_persqnal knowled~e as documented within & to give full timely sworn notice. 

STATE OF TEXAS 

COUNTY OF COLLIN 

BEFORE ME, the undersi;' ed Plaintiff, Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein, who swore in 
her·capacity & indivi~ually on her sworn oath, deposed and said she prepared and signed 
Plaintiff's SwomAffidavit s stated within & above. 

I 

This information as referei' ed and stated within is true and correct and of Darlene C. 
Balistreri-Amrhein's own rsonal knowledge to best of her ability & documented. This 
state an ... d or federal filing is for purpose of"due process,'_' fairness, Justice under State 
and Federal Laws & presen, ed in applicable Court attached as sited for this Court filing. 

Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein, Plaintiff, Pro Se 

SUBSCRIBED AND sworu4 TO ME, BEFORE ME: ON llJ._erJ 2'( 
Certify which witness my h~ and official seaL ' 

, 2018 to 

SEAL: 

SEAN LOUGHLIN 1 

Notary ID# 129595393 : 
My Commission Expires I 

October 16, 2021 I 

Commission Expires_L~l/ 

Notary Public of Texas (Printed Name) 

~~~~.2 ~gna:.) 
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Texas Back /Institute· 

M~h27,2018 

Re: Darlene Amrhein 

To: Whom It May Concem,
1 

Ms. Darlene Amrhein is a p. ticnt of mine wht? is scheduled to undergo a Posterior Cervfolll 
Fusion from C3-4 with inectomy and Allograft on 4/26/18; no court work is to. be done at 
that time. CWTently, pt is to remain off work as she (laDDOt complete her usual work duties 

· . ~condary to the severity of er cervical and lumbar pahtology; pt is to remain off work in light 
' of the fact that we are • g for surgical intervention and continued work could exacerbate 

her.pain and lead towards er deterioration. Please keep pt off of work Please contact my 
offices in the events thaf m c info~atiort is necessary or in the events that clarification is 
needed. Our phone number s 972-608-SOOO; our fax number is 972-608-Sl 60. 

i 

h 
Rajesh G. Arakal, M.D. 

1836 



/ 

• I _ l 
',, 

., 

/ 

STATE OF TEXAS 

COUNTY OF COLLIN 

VERIFICATION/AFFIDAVIT 

Cause No. 006-02654-2017 

BEFORE ME, the undersi~ed Plaintiff, Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein, who swore in 
her capacity & individually! on her sworn oath, deposed & said she prepared and signed 
Plaintiff's Sworn Affida·vit. 

This information as refer~eed and stated within is true and correct ~d of Darlene C. 
Amrhein's own personal owledge to best of her ability & documented. This Texas 
State filing is for purpose o "due proce~s," fairness, Justice under State Laws & Rights 
presented in applicable Co4rt attached as sited for this Court filing. 

Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein, Plaintiff, Pro Se· 

su:ascRIBED AND swo~ TO ME, BEFORE ME: ON ~ 2 '1 '2018 to 

Certify which witness my han~ and official seal. 

SEAL: 

SEAN LOU LIN 
Notary 1D#12 595393 
My commissio Expires 

October 16, 2021 

CommissionExpires~"1. 

. I 
Notary Public of Texas (Printed Name) 
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~ERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

A true and correct copy tjf Plaintiff's Sworn Affidavit was served by Certified Mail 
. through the United State~ Post Office on or about March 26, 2018 to the following: 

Collin County Courthouse 

County Court at Law No., 6 

Honorable Judge Jay Beqder 

Certi tied 7016 1970 000 I 1780 0002 

2100 Bloomdale Rd., Sui~e # 30354 
McKinney, TX 75071 

Cobb, Martinez, Woodwcl,rd, PLLC Certified # 7016 1970· 0001 1780 0019 
' 

Attorney Carrie Johnson :Phaneuf 
'1 

1700 Pacific Avenue, Sui~e # 3100 

Dallas, TX. 75201 

Respectfully submitted, 

~Q L?.$Miw..,::z~~~ 
Darlene !Balistreri-Amrhein, Plaintiff, Pro Se and 

! 

Represetjtative for Deceased Anthony J. Balistreri 

3/o1-1l/1~ 
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CAUSE NO. 006-02654-2017 
i 

-
DAR.LENE C. AMRHEIN, et al, Plaintiffs, °' . 

-< (") ~ g v. .. ~ s· c: 

ATTORNEY L~E F. BOLL~GER, AND WORMING~~ i~; ~-., 
. BOL~INGER LAW FIRM, Defendants, et al . ~-~i ·N: -~~: 

1 

: COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS ·o :_.~~ ~ -1.0 .. , 
,.., ~-~. > 

' ·x--'"lJ. CO. -t 

foll~n ~ounty Court ~t ~a~ Six (6) ... ~ ~ . · 0 . ~ 
Judge Jay Bender 1(Cr1mmal Judge Jur1sd1ction $100,000.00 as nvahd) c..., · =c · 

PLAINTIFF'S ~OTION TO RECUSE JUDGE JAY BENDER FOR 
· , "GOOD CAUSE" REASONS . 

Comes .Now, Plaintiff, fDarlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein to file Plaintiff's Motion To 

Recuse Judge Jay Bende~ For "Good Cause" Reasons as follows: 
! 

1) Judge Jay Bender was fiSSigned to this case following the agreed recusal of Judge 
Dan Wilson in County Co~rt at Law No. 5; 

2). Judge Jay Bender is a 4nminal Court & this is not a criminal case, but civil suit; 
I 

3) Judge Jay Bender Co~jurisdiction is no more than $100,000.00; 
' . 
i 

4) Plaintiff's lawsuit is u~ to $200,000, which could have been six figures if not for the 
corruption of Defendants 4ennje Bollinger, Marie Wormington & entire law firm, et al; 

! 

5) Plaintiff filed timely ob~ections to this County Court at Law No. 6 as filed, but Judge 
Mary Murphy did not reas1ign this lawsuit knowing these jurisdiction objec~ions; 

6) Plaintiff also filed obje{tions due to her Americans With Disabilities Act / ADA, 
which was not enforced b~ Judge Mary Murphy & Judge Jay Bender as required; 

! . 

7) Plaintiff also objects to lthe following actions taken in this Court & by these associated 
Attorneys that concern thij lawsuit, Plaintiff's health & other actions taken as follows: 

8}' There are 2 separate latsuits that are being commingled for express purpose to be 
sure to" Get Plaintiff Amr ein" in order to destroy 2 ~eparate lawsuits, one Texas case & 
one Federal Lawsuit, befo . she has any needed 2 surgeries & medical plans ; 

9) This has been orchestr!ted by Federal & Texas personnel that became more obvious 
by multiple emails that were sent on March 20, 2018, with demands, scheduling & 
Orders, followed by multi11le certified mail sent to commingle all Plaintiff's lawsuits; 

I 

10) Two law firms are cotingling this lawsuit & a federal lawsuit with the following: . 

! 

/. 
1839 · 

·~. 



Tlie Eastern District Cou Attorne s & Law Firm are : Law Firm, Muskat, Mahony, 
Devine, Moses, Attorney rubb & Specific Attorney Michell~ Mahony at 1201 
Louisiana Street, Suite # 8 0, Houston, T?(. 77002; And commingling partners are: 

I . 

State Court Attorne s: C bb Martinez Woodward PLLC Law Firm 1700 Pacific 
· Ave , Suite 3100, Dallas, . . 75201, Attorneys Carrie Johnson. Phaneuf, et al for 

Attorney Lennie Bollinger f & Wormington & Bollinger Law Firm, et al Lawsuit; 

11) INTHE 
SHE MAN DIVISION - Ma istrate Jud e Christine Nowak 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 4:1&:-CV-00018 

DARLENE C. AMRHEIN, Plaintiff, 

V. 

PROSPERITY BANK, JO'EL ELONY, 

KEENA CLIFTON, and NAOMI THAMES, et al Defendants. 

AND 

Collin County Court af Law 6 
Judge Jay Bend~r (Criminal Judge Jurisdiction $100,000.00 as invalid). 

CAUSE NO. 006-01654-1017 

DARLENE C. AMRHEIN, et al, Plaintiffs, 

V. 

ATTO~EY LENNIE F. BOLLINGER, AND WORMINGTON & 
' BOLLINGER LAW FIRM, Defendants, et al 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

12) No One is Above Tb Laws, but it appears these 2 above Courts, Staffers, Attorneys 
on behalf of their indivi ual Attorneys believe they are as they try to injure Plaintiff 

Amrhein, de~troy two I~tsuits & co~tinue to. cover up, ~o~spire, ~ake. unreasonable 
demands to v10late laws 111 both lawsuits to detnment of Plamtiff as bias triers of no fact, 
while sick, disabled & inc4pacitated to apply pressure to dismiss these 2 lawsuits; 

I 

CEASE AND DES~T ON THIS HARASSMENTS IN TWOLAWSUITS 
I 

13) Plaintiff sent out indj' idual certified letters to Cease & D~sist this· harassing behavior 
against Plaintiff, which ha · been ignored making this individual legal issues that can 
result in lawsuits for defi ce for these violations of these lette~s as they continue to 
harass Plaintiff, interfere Jith her medical care, causing delays, damages, pain & · 
suffering to try to force hei to dismiss one or both lawsuits, using her health to take 
advantage of her & by an · ndirect form of blackmail, threats & pressure by Attorneys, 
Staff, Judges, Courts & D ,fendants for their own benefits; (Cruel Activities!) 

! 

i . 
14) Plaintiff were.to die 1hile in surgery as result of these actions you all individually-

~. 
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w~uld be held liable in law~uit brought by Plaintiff's family for "wrongful death;" 
I 

• I 

15) These attorneys&. cqUf.!s' a~tivities within have been unwanted as demanded; 
refused, illegal with notice ~ .. an attempt to interfere with Plaintiff's medical care in 

· violations of HIPPA & AD.ii\ Laws. for the purpose or retaliation against'a medicated, 
di~able,.Hl Plaintiff to take ~dvantage of her & thatis why the refusal to stay activity; 

16) This illegal activity against Plaintiff & these two pending lawsuit by attorneys, 
courts & judges is very sad/ & as such will be reported to authorities & turned over to 
Plaintiff's attorneys; 

17). 1)1e last three. Cease &jDesist Letters were· mailed on ·March' 21, 2018 :with plel).ty of 
nqtice to :a11·p~ies as-certified & others before·th~t, so :all received the_ir notices&. ·if you 
have s·uffered-damages as·f r~sult of t~e oth,er party's disobedience.ofyour_cea~e. an_d ·.· 
~esist; such as· lost,profits,/you may be in a position_ to _recover financial damages as · · 
welL~ whi~h is ~()t atanyohe's or judge's discreticm; . . ·. · . · . . · . . 

18) In the modern legal isyste.m, m~ny unwanted and consistent actions may be 
. I 

deemed as harassment * in these two lawsuits; 
. ' . 

DOCT?R'S LETTERS' "GOOD CAUSE" REASONS TO STOP & STAY CASES 

AND "SHOW CAUSE orJECTIONS" TO COURT ORDER OF MARCH 19, 2018 

19) Plaintiff has provided j Docto~~ letters, about 20 pages of medical needs & medical 
requirements & yet this is ~11 ignored & refu~ed with demands for Plaintiff to do more . 
work, come to hearings i~herman Texas, come to Collin County Courthouse when it is 
impossible to walk, not t . e narcotic medications that restrict driving & cause Plaintiff 
more pain & suffering fro her spine, legs & head area, which is totally unreasQnable & 
_inhumane as none of you e medical doctors & do not have any medical licenses; . 

. ' 
I • 

20) Plaintiff has "good caµse" reasons to not appear at any hearings in either of 2 
lawsuits until full recoveT)1 from 2 back surgeries, so this is formal notice to both Courts; 

' . . 
i 

21) The fact:that all these ~ttorneys with the aid of these two above Courts, Magistrate 
Chri~tine _Nowak & Judge ~~y Bentle~ ai:e eng~ged in beh~vio_r that requires recusal as not 
un bias tners of fact, enfo~mg the ex1stmg written & legislative laws of Texas & the 
United States Congress.is ~hown by all activities allowed & all demand hearings set; 

1· 

22) Only reasons you wapt hearings is to dismiss & demand money out of Plaintiff at 
same time with no resolutipn to any lawsuits in RETALIATION for no attorney; 

' 

23) Plaintiff got ·that inforynation on "good authority" from inside that is the purpose as· 
rigged to aid attorneys ag~inst litigants with no attorneys preventing U.S. & Texas 
Constitutional Rights with/ "no due process," as blacklisted & this came from one of your 
own within the Texas _Iega~ professionals, so reasons to pressure to dismiss; 

I ' ' • 

3. 
1841 



~~·~~-
1· 

I . 

24)- PLAINTIFF HAS N~INTENTIONS OF DISMISSING ANY FILED & . 
PENDING LAWSUITS O ANY OTHER LAWSUITS; .· · -

25) This became apparent months ago & continued with FirsfRegional Judge Mary · 
Murphy, who-cancelled Jud~e Piper McCraw because of being a family courtjudge only 
& then assigned Judge Ang la Tucker as a family court judge & before the ink was dry, -
_because of being a black ju ge the Attorneys moved the case to federal court afte_r more 
than one year, which is raci~l discrimination as known by the legal professionals in 2018; 

I • 

26) It appears that there is/ a lot of funny business going on while hiding evidence & 
facts in these two lawsuit '"1ith "conflicts of interest;" that is ignored & illegal; 

2'.) Plaintiff cannot trav~I~ lcann~t _be without her medications, cannot do work & has 
tned to the best of her ab1hty, as ignored -- _ 

I 

TWO LAW FIRMS/ & ATTORNEYS INVOLVED WITH DEFENDANTS 

28) The two law firms are obb Martine Woodward PLLC Law Firm 1700 
Pacific Ave, Suite 3100, D llas, TX. 7520i, Attorneys Carrie Johnson. Phaneuf, et al for 
Attorney Lennie Bollinger Wormington & Bollinger Law Firm, et al; and Law Firm 
Muskat Mahon Devine Moses Attorne Grubb & S ecific Attorne Michelle 
Mahony at 1201 Louisian Street, Suite # 850, Houston, TX. 77002; 

29) These attorne s & la firms have colluded to ether, shared information to devise 
a plan to "Get Plaintiff' in oth lawsuits to force dismissal due to Plaintiff's serious 
medical' condition for their lown benefits with help of Magistrate Nowak & Judge Bender; 

. I • , • 

30) These court actions & ~ctivities are illegal for the benefit of these corrupt Defendants 
& their attorneys in both la~suits as Attorneys falsely claim Plaintiff has no surgery date;_ 

31) This why there is an 9rchestrated effort between the Texas Court, Judge Jay Bender 
& the Federal Court Magisp-ate Nowak to "get Plaintiff before her two surgeries any way 
they can, which is illegal "fonflict of interest," bias, prejudice, collusion & retaliation; 

' 

OBSTRUCTION OF f'STICE & FRAUD UPON COURTS BY ATTORNEYS 

32) The two law firms are Cobb, Martinez, Woodward PLLC, Law Firm, 1700 
Pacific Ave , Suite 3100, alias, TX. _ 75201, Attorneys Carrie Johnson. Phaneuf, et al for 
Attorney Lennie Bollinger & Wormington & Bollinger Law Firm, et al; and Law Finn 
-Muskat Mahon Devine Moses Attorne Grubb & S ecific Attorne Michelle 
Mahony at 1201.Louisian Street, Suite# 850, Houston, TX; 77002; 

33) These attorneys & la~ firms have colluded togeth_er, shared information to devise a 
plan to "Get Plaintiff" in bpth lawsuits to force dismissal due to Plaintiff's serious 
medical condition for their[ own ben~fit with help of Magistrate Nowak & Judge Bender; 
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34) These court action~,~ Jctivities are illegal for the benefit of these corrupt Defendants 
, -- 8i. their attorneys in both larsuits as Attorneys falsely claim Plaintiff has no surg_ery date; 

35) This was obvious as J~ge Dan Wilson orders over $14,000 for AttormwPhaneuf in 
th~ ~~~~Bolli~ger & Wopnington & Bollinger lawsuit as apart of rigged system; 

.. . °"'36) Ju~ge Wilson re~us.al r'~ w~anted & his Or~er is Appealable, w~i.le Atto~e~ · 
Phaneuf t;hreatens Pla1qt1ff ~1th seizure of her money unlawfully as Social Secunty 1s 
protected.with more of her parassment & criminal acts; 

. ' 

37) What Attorney Phaneuf fails to mention Plaintiff was hospitalized multiple times 
since.Dec. 26, 2017, medic~ted on narcotics with compromise thought process & could 
~ot file anything without b~ing under influence of drugs & serious pains, making this 
Judge Wilson Order invali~; 

I 

38) Attorney Phaneuf cont nues falsities against senior, disabled Plaintiff claiming a 
fake vexatious litigant with no proof, but still defames & discredit her for more attorneys 
fees, falsely claims Doctor akal does not answer court's calls & falsely.claims Plaintiff 
has no surgery date is Obs ctioil of Justice, "Frauds Upon Courts& "violations· of laws 
to mislead the Courts as a ,exas licensed attqrney along with her partners; 

i . 

39) Attorney Phaneuf cont,nues to commit fraud upon the Courts listing addresses that. 
Plaintiff has never been.to 'n life with names.of notaries as she lists in court.filing on . 

· March 7, 2018 court filing , s Obstruction ·of Justice & intent to mislead by frauds;_ 
I • 

40) Attorney Phaneuf comm· lains about "denied stay" in Fifth Circuit Court ~f Appeals, 
. when there is "no work req ired in that Court" & the notice filing was just a courtesy to 
let the Court know if anyt ing was needed further from Plaintiff, would be unavailable; 

' . 
! • 

41) Actually the Fifth Circpit Court of Appeals granted Plaintiff no additional work at all 
under the circumstances of/the medical notices, so another Attorney Phaneuf falsity; 

I 

42) Attorney Phaneuf stat~ent of Plaintiff walking with cane is false because that was 
_in start of medical care, do4tors have Plaintiff with a walker, which has now changed to 
back braces, both leg brac4 & neck brace, after falling 4 different times, making it 
impossible to driv~ as in~a~a~it~te~, so more falsity t~ mislead Courts, Judges, Attorneys 
& Defendants to discredit #lamttff m these two lawsmts; 

I 

43) Plaintiff has been veryi transparent about her medical condition as stated many times 
as verified to her incapaciti~s, yet continued to be ignored or changed by attorneys lies; 

I 
i 

. 44) The fact that Plaintiff ~ever travelled to all these Attorney Phaneuf locations is 
ridiculous & mail services have been hand carried by others if available, Just like 
preparation & couriered dopuments, so "more falsities to mislead the Courts;" 
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45) Attorney ~haneuf falsq claim of "vexatious Htigant" is a joke that was never 
researched just like an her qther false statements for her to get free money by rigging; 

I 

46) A.ttorn. ey Phaneuf false~y claims that Plaint. iff is continuing to prosecute 3 lawsuits, 
with hearings. which is tota ly false as giving written notifications to Courts as demanded 
only under thes~ incapacita ed medical conditions as all stopped as of March 22, 2018; 

47) Plaintiff was removed ~om her home to a safe place that is not an apartment or a 
home with no address & no/computer, so all these harassments are forced to stop, which 
prevents mail & contacts for this incapacitated·senior disabled Plaintiff until 6 months 
from April 26, 2018 surge;, minus any complications is "not an indefinite time i~ these 
lawsuits," so again Attorne Phaneuf is False to mislead, obstruct & fraud upon Courts 
that is sanctionable conduc . by a Texas licensed Attorney; . 

I 

48) If Piaintiff replies to la}Vsuits, she has no me~ical pr?blems to ~rose~ute lawsuits ~er 
Attorneys, when done to th~ be·st she can under "mcapacitated medical circumstances; • 

! • 

49) If Plaintiff doesn't repl~ then she is not prosecuting these lawsuits & time is held as 
"inclefinite" in both lawsui~, which is an out right lie, as cut, paste & friends used to file; 

I • . . 

50) So now these bad acto~s within have made it impossible for Plaintiff to :function & . 
for her health & safety sak~ has been removed from her home that will be deal.~ witp after 
full recovery from April 26i 2018 unless death then charges of 'wrongful death will be 
filed for all these named participants; 

• I 
1· 

51) Plaintiff received notide Lennie Bollinger lawsuit is set for April 5, 2018 at 1 :30 at 

Collin Cou_nty Courthouse April 2, 2018 at about the same time in Sherman Texas 
Courthouse, shows their e · orts to "Obstruct Justice" against Plaintiff, who will not 
appear due· to her serious edical conditions & all detailed information given with three 
Doctor's letters & as state within this court filing; 

52) What is amazing out or more than 30 attorneys not one would touch the case due to 
. their "attorneys pack", no rpatter money paid as they are not to cross each other as rigged, 
which ·has been reported toiUnited States Department of Justice & other Authorities; 

I 

53) Plaintiff contacted Lafyer.com & in two instances Lennie Bo11iriger Lawsuit was 
accepted by same Lennie ~ollinger for payment to represent Plaintiff's case; ( Rigged !) 

I 

54) About a week later, Mirie Wormington accepted her own lawsuit by Marie 
Wormington for their gree of more money, no matter the case, which shows '"the fix is 
always in; ( RICO & Frau s against Litigants.)(Must not have work for more corruption.) 

55) Wh. en Plaintiff declar~'d in the "Cease & Desist letters" that she would g<;> to press 
over their misconduct &. a tions taken to expose attorneys & Courts, they ignored it as 
they think there is a lock d wn on the press too; (Guess again !) 

h. 
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S6) The deals made to get t.' orrupt judges to the bench is unbelievable as examined for 
over 21 ye~s, i~cluding bri es, thefts, cre~ted false j~dgments as covers & authori.ties 
that do 11~thmg m so called 

1

''Name of Justice" as ordmary person do not stand a chance; 

S7) This amounts to RICO]& Organized Crimes Against United States Litigants; 
! 

S8) This is why !aw'suits 8!F passed to friends or Defendants, or ex-employees for a false 
result of a fake judgment ctjver up & "no results" as their "illegal con game;" 

S9) This is why. lawsuits aif transferred between colleagues for "conflict of interest" 
protection of a society of le~al professionals getting rich off average citizens by Frauds; 

60) ·March 21, 2018 Plaint'ff has on good authority that there is "a pack among Col.lin 
County Attorneys that they will not go against each other," which means CoHin County . 
legal system·& attorneys ar rigged against statutes, ciyil rules, legislated laws & U.S. & 
Texas Constitutional Right~ to take money from litigants for false representations; 

• I • • 

61) This all demonstrates porruption at Collin County Courthouse & ADA compliance 
under control of First Regiqnal Judge Mary Murphy as she pretends assignments in · 
Prosperity Bank Lawsuit &I false "attorneys' fees" given in the Lennie Bollinger & 
Wormington & Bollinger L~wsuit as normal course of business & court practices in 
Collin County, Texas; 1 

· 

62) The Courts-& AttorneEs blacklist Plaintiff, prevent all attorneys, hit her with every 
pos.sible Attorneys fees & s ction to silenc~ her, discredit, ruin her reputation & she still 
won't go away, so now it i denied health issues for pressure to stop her, that too is not 
working as they step it up s Plaintiff is exposing their crimes & greed; ' 

. ! . 

- 63) So alternative is to m e this all public through media to be examined for facts that 
"ordinary people" are bein duped for·money & illegal acts as a pack of pr()tection by · 
attorneys, law firms, judge & courts corruption committing "Fraud Upon The Court," 
Plaintiffs, Defendants & Li igants of all types for money much like other authorities for 
greed & false retainers, wh n decisions are not based on facts or evidence, but cm the 
"Collin County Buddy System" to extort money called "attorneys' fees; 

! • . / 

64) There is a book "Undfr the Bench" to be published on all these real judicial acts by 
manuscripts submitted; 

I 

: 6S) . If you notic~ these ReEusal Motions were dated at an earlier,: because "good cause" 
reasons were evident back en & held, so Defendants Attorneys could not falsely accuse 
Plaintiff of Motions To Re use based on any specific Orders, but based on violations of 
legislated laws, confusioni

1 

attitudes, cover up,_ collusion, conspir. acy, bias, prejudice, ' 
· ADA &. retaliations as exhibited in hiding all Defendants' illegal acts with aid of Texas 
licensed Attorneys, Texas United States Judges to promote "corruption & frauds;" 
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. 66) "Plaintiff will Not"be t An Court Hearin s until after full recove from two 
·back surgeries as filed· befo· e for "good cause" reasons, so all parties can stop interf~ring 
with all medical as you all e not practicing physicians & actions as such are illegal; 

• I • • 

67) March 23, 2018, Plainliff is being removed from _her home due to these various 
harassments,Jnterferences tp obstruct her serious health care conditions & needed . 
medical care for her own sarety, due to these illegal acts, as defamations need to. be I 

expos~d as these shameful~, over up, collusion, ~aud~ & cons?iracies th.at exist in both 
lawsmts protected by Judge Bender &.Nowak with aid ofthe1r named clerks, all named 
Attorneys & Law Firms list d within timely court filings & assof::iated documents; · 

' 

68) Plaintiff confirmed fal.]
1

e stories, medical interferences, Cease & Desist letters giving 
"fair notice of harms· being aused to Plaintiff.;"(No surgery has been April 26, 2018 for a 
month with other medical t st, labs examination for medical surgery clearances.) 

. ! • . . . . 

69) Plaii;ititI's proof is Tex~ Messages. Emails. Conversations & Ail Court filings; 

70) Harassment ls unwantfd, unwelcon:ie, and uninvited behavior which annoys;, .. 
th~eatens, intimidates, ·alanps, or puts one in fear for his or her'safety .' · . · · .: . 

' • ' : • . ' ! • 

. . i . • • . • 

71) The behavior is offens~ve'imd has_ an intention to disturb,: upset, of annoy the 
individu_al being subjected ro harass~entby Bullying,_.Stalking, Cyberstalking, .·· 
Intimidation; Invasion of ptivacy, Breach· of contract, Libel_ or slander of defam·ation_; . 

72) YOU can .m.e a civil' ~c~i~n claiming _infrin~eme~t,: an? r~que~t an. inju·n· ction. which . 
would ~esult m-a demand. ffom the courtordenng the mfnngmg party to stop_ usmg your 
protected materials, exceptf they ~re 'all involved in the infringements; as rigged; 

' . 

73) How plain does Englis have to be & how many times must it be told before all . t··'. , ,, 
within "gets it," so now ma be you can hear Plaintiff's voice & stop it, while Plaintiff 
takes care of her health & l fe to resume back in 6 months without complications; 

I 

74) Plaintiff plans to sue e4ch & every offender with an out of state Attorneys & Law 
Firm & publish "Under Th~ Bench," Book, so people are aware of what Courts & 
Attorneys are all about in "'larking against American Citizens & against Justice ! 

I 

75) One question how muFh were paid to violate your duty, oath of office & legal 
.. licenses to hide illegal acts ~ how many people were cheated to date as befog reported ? 

76)_ Motions for Recus~t~' ve been filed against Magistrate Judge ~hristine Nowak, 
Umted States Eastern Dist ct Court of Texas and Judge Jay Bender m the County Court 
at Law No. 6 Collin Coun Texas, which is not based for delays, but needed medical; 

77) What happened to thf Rule of Law, Honesty, Proof & Evidence ???? 

g. 
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78) Plaintiffh~ asked the poctor for~ third ~edical letter as very busy saving & 
repairing lives as licensed p~ysician th~t Attorney Ph~uef falsely claims ~oes not 
r~spond to calls,-so I check'd & apologized for her misconduct & learned 1t was all false; 

79) Time to.stop all this m~dical interference crap & start acting like reasonable adults; 

80) -The 2 Court & 2 Judge~ should not be acting this way & are "good cause" reasons 
for their ~fotionsTo Recus~ & also without proper jurisdictions in both lawsuits; . 

' 

81) So h~w.disabled is Pliintiff? Including all m~dical that h~s. been submitted to this 
. Court, Plamtiff has now be n fitted for two leg braces & an additional back brace now 
before April 26, 2018 with ultiple doctor appointment for clearance & removed from 
her home for safety with pr tection & to stop all harassments to prevent affecting her 

· Medical Care, so lies can stpp & no he~ings to attend as "show cause" with.knowledge 
of all the facts as correct & lcurrent to date. {Incapacitated Totally!) 

! • 

82) If anyone proceeds ha~ing this knowledge knowingly & two recusal motions then 
Plaintiff will Apj>eal for re~ersal & all damages ! 

• I 

83)_ All Plaintiff's Objectic}s & Responses stand as filed within for all noti~es givi:;n; 

.84). Plaintiff knqws down teep you all wish her wen & will be pr~ying for her good & 
qijick re~overy as once am nth after April 26, 2018, a notice will be sent at the end of 
the following month when laintiff can· lift her head to move . 

. I . 

85) Motion For Recusal islproper & this Court needs to rein in Attorney Phaneuf from all 
her false stories to mislead ~ourts as unlawful "Fraud Upon the Court;" 

86) Attorney Phaneuf craz¥ story of vexatious litigant is being used by Attorneys to 
discredit & damage Plaintiff's reputation fraudulently for more free money with aid of 

· this Court & Judge BenderJ which is "Fraud: Upon Courts'' & "Obstruction of Justice;" 
• I 

87) Plaintiff is now forcedl stayed due to total incapacity & removed from the home to 
stop all mail & contact har*5sments that has gone on for months with aid of Judges. 

' . . 

88) Plaintiff will not be ab~e to attend any court hearings with any judges until after full 
recovery from 2 back surgtries 6 months from April 26, 2018 unless there are some bad 
complications, so we have o choice,·due to tme~~ected event circ~mstances, which ar~ 
allowed to be stayed under the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure that 1s not enforced & all 
"good· cause" reason to fil~ Motion To Recuse. 

i 

(1 ~espectfuHy submitted, r-J_. I. , . · · 
~-e~-~~ 

Darlehe C. Balistreri-Amrhein, Plaintiff, Pro Se 

.spr/J~ 
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STATE OF TEXAS 

--
COUNTY OF COLLIN 

. VERIFICATION/AFFIDAVIT 

Cause No. 006-02654-2017 

BEFORE ME, the undersigped Plaintiff, Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein, who swore in · 
· her capacity & individually/ on her sworn oath, deposed & said she prepared and signed 

Plaintiff's Motion To Recus~ Judge Jay Bender For "Good Cause" Reasons. 
I 

This infonnation as referen~ed and stated within is true and correct and of Darle. ne C. 
Amrhein 's own personal knowledge to best of her ability & documented. This Texas 
State filing is for purpose or "due process," fairness~ Justice under State Laws & Rights 
presented in applicable Co~rt attached as sited for this Court filing. 

Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein, Plaintiff, Pro Se 

SU.BSCRIBED AND swoRjN TO ME, BEFORE ME: ON f%-J... l,L( 

Certify which witness my h3.l1d.and official seaL 

, 2018 to 

SEAL: 

SEAN LOUG\!11.IN 
Notary ID #129595393 
My commission Expires 

October 16. 2021 

Comrnjssion Expires _L~;,, I 

Notary Public of Texas (Printed Name) 
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fERTIFICATE OF .SERVICE 

I 

A true and correct copy or Plaintiff's Motion To Recuse Judge Jay Bender was 
served by Certified Mail through the United States Post Office on or about March 

I 

26,_2018 to the following~ 

Collin County Courthous~ 

County Court at Law No, 6 
! 

Honorable Judge Jay Betjder 
2100 Bloomdale Rd., Suijte # 30354 
McKinney, TX 75071 · 

Cobb, Martinez, Woodwfd, PLLC_ 

Attorney Carrie Johnson IPhan_euf 

1700 Pacific Avenue, Suite # 3100 

Dallas, TX. 75201 

Certi fled 7016 1970 0001 1780 0002 

Certified# 7016 1970 0001 1780 0019 

Respectfully submitted, 

i 

Represtjntative for Deceased Anthony J. Balistreri 

3/J;J;~ 

/(, 
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DARLENE C. AMRHEIN, et al, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

CAUSE NO. 006-02654-2017 

ATTORNEY LENNIE F. BbLLINGER, AND 
WORMINTON & BOLLINGER LAW FIRM, 

Defendants. 

~ ..., 
Electronically Filed 4/3/2018 3:23 PM 
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COUNTYCOURTATLAW 

N0.6 

[Hon. Jay Bender] 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

DEFENDANTS' RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFF'S TERTIARY (THIRD) MOTION TO 
RECUSE IN THIS CASE 

Defendants Lennie F, Bollinger and Wormington Law Group, PLLC d/b/a Wormington 

and Bollinger ("Defendants") file this Response to Plaintiff Darlene C. Amrhein' s ("Plaintiff' or 

"Amrhein") Third Motion to 1Recuse a Judge in this Case, as follows: 

I. SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

Plaintiffs Motion to Recuse is a tertiary recusal motion, as defined and controlled by Tex. Civ. 
Prac. & Rem. Code§ 30.016!1 Meaning this is her THIRD motion to recuse filed in this case. As 
such, if Judge Bender declines to recuse himself, which Defendants would respectfully ask him to 
do, then pursuant to§ 30.016!1 the judge shall continue to (1) preside over the case, (2) sign orders 
in the case, and (3) move the. case to final disposition as though a motion had not been filed. See 
Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem. Cod¢§ 30.016(b); see also, Sibley v. Seminole Pipeline Co., LLC, 2017 
Tex.App. LEXIS 1026 *17-1$ (Tex.App.-Houston [1st Dist.] Feb. 7, 2017)(mem.op).2 Thus, the 
hearing on Defendants' ~otion for an Order Determining Plaintiff to Be a Vexatious 
Litigant, set for April 5, 2P18, shall go forward and Judge Bender is allowed to rule on 
Defendants' Motion, despitt the recusal motion. 

Additionally, Plaintiffs Molion to Recuse must be denied, pursuant to Rule 18b, because 
Plaintiffs motion is based solbly on the rulings in the case, and Plaintiff does not satisfy the burden 
of proving bias or impartiality to such an extent that Plaintiff was deprived of a fair trial. 

1 See Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code §130.016 attached hereto as Exhibit A. 
2 Attached as Exhibit B. 
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II( RELEVANT BACKGROUND FACTS 

Amrhein originally ~led this professional negligence lawsuit against Defendants on 

October 26, 2017. The case wJs assigned to County Court at Law No. 2. One month later, Amrhein 
I 

i 

filed a Motion to Recuse Jud~e Walker, which was granted.3 On December 4, 2017, the case was 

transferred to the Honorable ~an K. Wilson in County Court at Law No. 5. On February 13, 2018, 

Plaintiff filed a motion to recqse Judge Wilson, which was granted on February 14, 2018,4 and the 

case was transferred to Co~ty Court of Law No. 6 on February 15, 2018. Amrhein's current 
i 

Motion to Recuse, filed on o~ about April 2, 2018, is the third motion to recuse in this case. As 
I 

shown in the record, each of 4rirhein's three recusal motions was filed by her (i.e., the same party) 

in this case. 

' 

Defendants now file this Response opposing Plaintiff's tertiary Motion to Recuse. 

III. LEGAL STANDARDS 

A motion to recuse se~ks to prevent a judge from hearing a case for a non-constitutional 

reason. Tex. R. Civ. P. 18b(tj). A motion to recuse must identify the specific legal grounds for 
! 

recusal, must not be based sol~ly on the judge's rulings in the case, and must state with detail and 

! 

particularity facts that are witlpn the a:ffiant's personal knowledge. Tex. R. Civ. P. 18a(a)(2-4). As 

listed in Rule 18b(b ), the speqific grounds for the recusal of a judge are 
I 

(1) the judge's impart{ality might reasonably be questioned; 
i 

(2) the judge has a petsonal bias or prejudice concerning the subject matter or a party; 
' I 

I 

(3) the judge has perspnal knowledge of disputed evidentiary facts concerning the 
proceeding; · 

(4) the judge or a la~er with whom the judge previously practiced law has been a 
material witness conc~rning the proceeding; 

3 Exhibit C. 
4 Exhibit D. 
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I 

(5) the judge particip~ted as counsel, adviser, or material witness in the matter in 
controversy, or expre$sed an opinion concerning the merits of it, while acting as an 
attorney in govemmep.t service; 

(6) the judge knows "*1at the judge, individually or as a fiduciary, or the judge's spouse or 
minor child residing ip the judge's household, has a financial interest in the subject matter 
in controversy or in alparty to the proceeding, or any other interest that could be 
substantially affected by the outcome of the proceeding; 

(7) the judge or the Hdge's spouse, or a person within the third degree of relationship to 
either of them, or the ~po use of such a person: 

(A) is a party ~o the proceeding or an officer, director, or trustee of a party; 

(B) is lmown by the judge to have an interest that could be substantially affected 
by the outcomF of the proceeding; or 

(C) is to the j$dge's knowledge likely to be a material witness in the proceeding. 

(8) the judge or the Ndge's spouse, or a person within the first degree of relationship to 
either of them, or the $po use of such a person, is acting as a lawyer in the proceeding. 

Tex. R. Civ. P. 18b(b)(l-8). 

A response must be fi~ed before the motion is heard. Tex. R. Civ. P. 18a( c )(1 ). The movant 

bears the burden of proving r1cusal is warranted, and the burden is met only through a showing of 

bias or impartiality to such $1 extent that the movant was deprived of a fair trial. The test for 
I 

recusal is "whether a reasonaile member of the public at large, !mowing all the facts in the public 

domain concerning the judge1s conduct, would have a reasonable doubt that the judge is actually 

impartial." Drake v. Walker, iNo. 05-16-00306-CV, _ S.WJd _ (Tex. App.-Dallas 2017 no 

pet. h.). 

.V. ARGUMENT AND AUTHORITIES 

As noted above, this i~ a tertiary recusal motion and is governed by Texas Civil Practice 
i 

& Remedies Code§ 30.016, fhich states that a "judge who declines recusal after a tertiary recusal 

motion is filed shall comply kvith applicable rules of procedure for recusal and disqualification 
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except that the iudge shall c~ntinue to: (1) preside over the case; (2) sign orders in the case; and 

(3) move the case to final disposition as though a tertiary recusal motion had not been filed." Tex. 
' 

Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code§ 3~.016(b) (emphasis added). Thus, Defendants ask that Judge Bender 

decline to recuse himself in this case and continue presiding over this case as if Plaintiffs tertiary 

motion had not been filed. Fqrther, Defendants ask that reasonable and necessary attorney fees be 

awarded to Defendants pursu\ant to§ 30.016(c). 

Because § 30.016 co*trols over this tertiary recusal motion, the hearing on Defendants' 

Motion for an Order Determiµing Plaintiff to Be a Vexatious Litigant must go forward on April 5, 

2018 - despite the recusal mption. See § 30.016(b). Further, Judge Bender is allowed to rule on 

Defendants' Motion ifhe deqlines to recuse himself. 
' 

A. Plaintiff's Motion to!1Recuse Must Be Denied 
! 

The crux of Amrhein'is 11 page tertiary Motion to Recuse appears to be (1) her misguided 

arguments regarding Judge $ender's alleged lack of jurisdiction over her case and (2) another 
I 

attempt to stall this case in~efinitely and/or postpone the upcoming hearing on Defendants' 

Vexatious Litigant Motion. 

Plaintiffs reasons forirecusal are improper. 

Plaintiff alleges that .Jjudge Bender only has jurisdiction to hear cases with damages up to 
I 

$100,000. This is incorrect. ~lthough Defendants dispute that a motion to recuse is the proper 

vehicle to challenge jurisdicdon, County Court at Law No. 6 and Judge Bender have jurisdiction 

over this case because Plaintiiff judicially admits that her damages are "up to $200,000." (Motion 
! 
,, 

to Recuse, page 1). As suclil, and as shown below, Plaintiffs alleged damages are within the 

jurisdiction of County Court •t Law No. 6. 

i 
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First, this Court has jurisdiction because "[a] statutory county court has jurisdiction over 

all causes and proceedings, ciivil and criminal, original and appellate, prescribed by law for county 

courts." Tex. Gov't Code § ~5.0003(a). Second, this Court has jurisdiction over Plaintiff's suit 

because County Court of L~w No. 6 has jurisdiction over "civil cases in which the matter in 

controversy exceeds $500 but does not exceed $200,000, excluding interest, statutory or punitive 

damages and penalties, and a~omey's fees and costs, as alleged on the face of the petition." Tex. 

Gov't Code § 25.0003(c). Pl~tiff's claim that the Judge must be recused because he does not 

have jurisdiction to hear the dase is without merit and further does not meet Plaintiffs burden for 

proving that the judge is bias¢d or impartial. 

Plaintiff's second rea4on for seeking recusal are clearly based on her displeasure with the 
' 
! 

rulings in this case-from wanting Defendants' Rule 91a Motion to Dismiss to denying her 

requests for continqance. Pl~ntiff' s attempt to stop the hearing on Defendants' Vexatious Litigant 

Motion and/or to stay this c*e are improper reasons to seek recusal because they are based on 

Judge Bender's prior ruling pf denying her motion for continuance and setting the hearing on 

Defendants' vexatious litigatlt motion. A recusal sought based solely on a judge's rulings is an 

impermissible ground forrec4sal. Tex. R. Civ. P. 18(a)(3). Therefore, Plaintiff's Motion to Recuse 

must be denied because her gtounds for recusal are impermissible. 

V. CONCLUSION AND PRAYER 

For the above reasons] Defendants respectfully request that Judge Bender decline to recuse 

himself; that the hearing on DFfendants' vexatious litigant motion set for April 5, 2018 go forward 

and that Judge Bender rule ~n same; and that Plaintiff's tertiary Motion to Recuse be denied. 

Defendants request that this matter be set for an oral hearing or a hearing by written submission as 

I 
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soon as possible. After the !Motion is denied, Defendants ask that reasonable and necessary 
I 
I 

attorney fees be awarded to ~efendants pursuant to§ 30.016(c). 
' 

Respectfully submitted, 

By: Isl Carrie J Phaneuf 
CARRIE JOHNSON PHANEUF 
Texas Bar No. 24003790 
cphaneuf@cobbmartinez.com 
JENNIFER SMILEY 
Texas Bar No. 24082004 
j smiley@cobbmartinez.com 

COBB MARTINEZ WOODWARD PLLC 
1 700 Pacific A venue, Suite 3100 
Dallas, Texas 75201 
Phone: 214.220.5206 
Facsimile: 214.220.5256 
ATTORNEYS FOR LENNIE F. BOLLINGER 
AND WORMINGTON & BOLLINGER 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a ~rue and correct copy of the above and foregoing instrument has been 
forwarded to Darlene Amrhepi, prose, by via electronic service through FileTime, e-mail, and 
priority mail on April 3, 20 l 8i. 

Darlene Amrhein 
112 Winsley Circle 
McKinney, Texas 75071 
Winsley112@yahoo.com 

Isl Carrie Johnson Phaneuf 
CARRIE PHANEUF 

i 
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T€f. Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code §30.016 

This document is ctJrent through the 2017 Regular Session and 1st C.S., 85th Legislature 
I 

Texas Statutes & Codes Annotated ~y LexisNexis® > Civil Practice and Remedies Code > Title 2 Trial, 
Judgment, and Appeal > Subtitle .Q Trial Matters > Chapter 30 Miscellaneous Provisions 

Sec. 30.016. Recusal or Dis ualification of Certain Judges. 

(a) In this section, "tertiary recusal :piotion" means a third or subsequent motion for recusal or disqualification filed against 
a district court or statutory colf ty court judge by the same party in a case. 

(b) A judge who declines recusal a~er a tertiary recusal motion is filed shall comply with applicable rules of procedure for 
recusal and disqualification ex~ept that the judge shall continue to: 

(1) preside over the case; 

(2) sign orders in the case; and: 

(3) move the case to final disp~sition as though a tertiary recusal motion had not been filed. 

(c) A judge hearing a tertiary rec~sal motion against another judge who denies the motion shall award reasonable and 
necessary attorney's fees and f Osts to the party opposing the motion. The party making the motion and the attorney 
for the party are jointly and seyerally liable for the award of fees and costs. The fees and costs must be paid before the 
31st day after the date the ~rder denying the tertiary recusal motion is rendered, unless the order is properly 
superseded. 

(d) The denial ofa tertiary recusal rpotion is only reviewable on appeal from final judgment. 

( e) If a tertiary recusal motion is fihally sustained, the new judge for the case shall vacate all orders signed by the sitting 
judge during the pendency of t~e tertiary recusal motion. 

History 

Enacted by Acts 1999, 76th Leg., ch. 60~ (S.B. 788), § L, effective September 1, 1999; am. Acts 2007, 80th Leg., ch. 1297 
(S.B. 406), § 1, effective September 1, io07. 

Annotations 

Notes 

STATUTORY NOTES 

1999 Note: 

(a) Ch. 608 takes effect Septeitjber 1, 1999, and applies to all cases: 
I 

( 1) filed on or after the eff4ctive date of this Act; or 
I 

(2) pending on the effectif e date of this Act and in which the trial, or any new trial or retrial following motion, 
appeal, or otherwise, begi9s on or after that date. 
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E) Neutral 
As of: April 2, 2018 5:57 PM Z 

S~hley v. Seminole Pipeline Co., LLC 

qourt of Appeals of Texas, First District, Houston 

February 7, 2017, Opinion Issued 

NO. 01-15-00775-CV 

Reporter 
2017 Tex. App. LEXIS 1026 *; 2017 WL 4~1290 

ADRIENE SIBLEY, Appellant v. SEMtN'OLE PIPELINE 
COMP ANY, LLC, ENTERPRISE PRQPUCTS 
OPERATING, LLC, FIRST CALL FIE~D SERVICES 
CORP., AND TDW SERVICES, INC., f'\ppellees 

Prior History: [*1] On Appeal fromi. the County Court at 
Law No. 3, Brazoria County, Texas. !rrial Court Case No. 
CI50979. 

In re Siblev. 2014 Tex. App. LEXIS 173{ (Tex. App. Houston 

1st Dist .• Feb.14.2014) · 

Core Terms 
I 

recusal motion, trial court, sanctions, m~tion to recuse, 
recusal, notice, contends, easement, rer11oval, motions, pet, 
temporary restraining order, federal cou~, disqualified, 
parties, void, lack of standing, district c~urt, state court, 
issues, hear, attorney's, discovery, ownership interest, 
summary judgment, good cause, third-p\ll1Y, injunction, 
complain, overrule 

Case Summary 

Overview 

particular part of the property where the easements lied. 

Outcome 
Judgment affirmed 

LexisN exis® Headnotes 

Civil Procedure> Appeals> Standards of Review> De 
Novo Review 

Civil Procedure> ... > Judges> Inability to 
Proceed > Disqualification & Recusal 

HNJ['*,] Standards of Review, De Novo Review 

When a party does not assert the grounds for disqualification 
in either the motion to recuse, motion to vacate the judgment, 
or in any other filing in the trial court, the appellate court 
reviews the issue de novo. 

Civil Procedure > ... > Disqualification & 

Recusal > Grounds for Disqualification & 
Recusal > Financial Interests 

Civil Procedure > ... > Disqualification & 
Recusal > Grounds for Disqualification & 
Recusal > Prior Involvements 

HOLDINGS: [!]-Appellant failed to ishow the judge was 
disqualified from hearing the suit beca'1se the complained of 
action, directing the court's administrati)ve personnel to notify 
a party of hearings, was a legitimate 1udicial function; _[2]
Appellant failed to show that the I monetary sanct10ns 

incorporated into the court's final judtent could not stand HN2[.t.] Grounds for Disqualification & Recusal, 
because the judges' authority to sanctio appella~t for he~ own Financial Interests 
misconduct was not dependent on the ompany s standmg to 

bring a contract claim, and the order enying apellant's first A judge is disqualified by virtue of having been counsel in a 
recusal motion was not void by virtue pf having been signed case only if he represented parties in the litigation. A judge 
and entered after removal; [3]-Appell~nt lacked standing to has a disqualifying pecuniary interest in a suit only ifhe will 

assert claims relating to the easemen1 and the property on directly incur financial gain or loss as a result of the 
which they were located because the cord. di.d not c~ntain judgment. Directing the court's administrative personnel to 
any evidence that appellant had an o ership mterest m the 
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notify a party of hearings is a legitimat~judicial function. 

Civil Procedure> Sanctions > Mis4onduct & Unethical 
Behavior 

HN3[°'-] Sanctions, Misconduct & U~ethical Behavior 

A trial court may sanction any party ~ho appears before it 
and engages in litigation misconduct !prohibited by rule or 
statute. Under its inherent authority, , trial court also may 

sanction parties for abusing the legal process in a manner not 
expressly prohibited by rule or statute. ! 

Civil Procedure > ... > Judges > In~bility to 
Proceed > Disqualification & Recu~al 

Civil Procedure > Sanctions 

Civil Procedure > Appeals > Stand~ds of 
Review> Reversible Errors 

HN4[A] Inability to Proceed, Disquiliflcation & Recusal 
! 

In general, a trial court commits revers~ble error by imposing 
sanctions or entering other orders whil¢ a motion to recuse is 
pending. · 

Civil Procedure > Preliminary Conf iderations > Removal 

HN5[A] Preliminary Consideration~, Removal 

State courts are to proceed no furder after a notice of 
removal. 28 U.S.C.S. $ 1446(d). 

Civil Procedure> Appeals> Reviewability of Lower 
Court Decisions > Preservation for !Review 

HN6[A] Reviewability of Lower Court Decisions, 
Preservation for Review 

A party cannot complain on appeal th~ the trial court took a 

specific action that the complaining parcy requested. Nor can 

a party complain on appeal about eqors she did not raise 
below. Tex. R. App. P. 33.l(a). · 

Civil Procedure > ... > Judges > Imlbility to 

Proceed> Disqualification & Recusal 

HN7[°'-] Inability to Proceed, Disqualification & Recusal 

When a motion to recuse is filed before the evidence is 
offered at trial, the judge must take no further action in the 
case until the motion has been decided, except for good cause 
stated in writing or on the record. Tex. R. Civ. P. 18a(0(2)(A). 

Civil Procedure> ... >Judges> Inability to 
Proceed > Disqualification & Recusal 

HNB[A.] Inability to Proceed, Disqualification & Recusal 

By its plain language, the statute regarding tertiary recusal 
motions applies whenever a party has filed three or more 
recusal motions against any judge. Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem. 
Code 2· 30.016(a). 

Civil 

Procedure> ... > Justiciability > Standing> Burdens of 
Proof 

Civil Procedure> Appeals> Standards of Review> De 
Novo Review 

HN9[A] Standing, Burdens of Proof 

The appellate court reviews de novo whether a party has 
standing to assert claims for affirmative relief. Because 
standing is jurisdictional in nature, a trial court should hear 
evidence on this issue, if necessary, before allowing a suit to 
proceed. The burden of proof is on the party asserting 
standing. If the party fails to establish her standing, then her 
claims must be dismissed. 

Civil Procedure > Remedies > Injunctions > Temporary 
Restraining Orders 

HNJO[A] Injunctions, Temporary Restraining Orders 

A temporary restraining order preserves the status quo 

between the parties for a short duration of time until the court 
has the opportunity to decide whether the facts support 

temporary injunctive relief. Tex. R. Civ. P. 680. 

Judges: Panel consists of Justices Bland, Massengale, and 
Lloyd. 
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Opinion by: Michael Massengale 

Opinion 

MEMORANDUM OPINION 

This is a dispute about access to an easeE· ent for maintenance 
of a pipeline. In eight issues, Adriene S · ley seeks reversal of 
the trial court's judgment in whole or p . She contends that 
her claims should not have been disf11issed, and that the 
judgment is void because the trial judge I was disqualified. She 
also raises various objections to sanctjons imposed against 
her. 

We affirm. 

Background 

On February 6, 2014, Seminole Pipelin~ Company, LLC filed 
suit against Adriene Sibley and several pthers in the Brazoria 

County court at law. Seminole allege~ that the defendants' 
predecessors in interest had granted it e ements to access and 
maintain its pipeline, but that the defen ants were interfering 
with its right to do so. Seminole alleg9d that the defendants 
installed a lock on an access gate to tJle property and that 
Sibley, acting as the defendants' repres~ntative, threatened to 
file suit against the company for trespassing outside of the 
easement unless it paid them $120,0~0. Seminole alleged 
breach [*2] of contract and it sought anl injunction restraining 
the defendants from interfering with ! its maintenance and 
repairs. 

The trial court issued a temporary restraining order the day 
the suit was filed. The order required thf defendants to refrain 
from denying access to the easement! and to refrain from 
interfering with Seminole's maintenancel and repairs. 

On February 12, 2014, Sibley, represdnting herself, filed a 
petition for a writ of mandamus conten~ing that the trial court 
erred by entering the temporary restr~uing order. She also 
filed a motion for emergency stay and motion to review the 
amount of Seminole's bond for the emporary restraining 
order. Two days later this court de ied her petition and 
motions. See In re Sible No. 01-14- 0134-CV 2014 Tex. 
A . LEXIS 1731 2014 WL 689692 Te·. A .-Houston 1st 
Dist. 
op.). 

i 

The trial court was scheduled to hear S~minole's request for a 
temporary injunction on February 18, 2pl4, but that morning 
Sibley removed the suit to the United sttes District Court for 

I 

the Southern District of Texas. Seminole moved to remand 
the suit to state court, and on March 31, 2014, the federal 
district court did so. Sibley appealed from the district court's 
remand order, and the United States Court of Appeals for the 
Fifth Circuit dismissed [*3] her appeal for lack of jurisdiction 
on July 28, 2014. 

After the remand, Seminole filed an amended petition in 
which it named only Sibley as a defendant. That pleading 
alleged breach of contract, but it did not seek injunctive relief. 
Seminole also filed a motion for summary judgment, which 
was set for hearing on August 21, 2014. 

On August 1, 2014, Sibley removed the suit to the United 
States District Court for the Southern District of Mississippi. 
She based this second notice of removal in part on her alleged 
relocation to Mississippi. 

Despite having removed the case to federal court, Sibley 
continued filing documents in the Brazoria County court. On 
August 14, 2014, Sibley responded to Seminole's summary
judgment motion. That same day she filed a motion to recuse 
the judge presiding over the Brazoria County court at law, 
Judge Jeremy Warren. In her recusal motion, Sibley alleged 
that Judge Warren had an ex parte communication with 
Seminole's counsel about the filing of the original remand 
order and that this communication showed bias in the 
company's favor. She alleged additional irregularities, 
including an allegation that the court coordinator told her that 
Judge Warren intended to [*4] proceed with the case despite 
the removal. Judge Warren immediately referred Sibley's 
recusal motion to the presiding judge of the Second 
Administrative Judicial Region, Judge Olen Underwood. On 
August 20, 2014, Judge Underwood denied the recusal motion 
because it complained "of the trial judge's rulings and actions 
in the case," but it did not allege "extrajudicial conduct on the 
part of the trial judge that would constitute a basis for 
recusal." 

On January 16, 2015, the United States District Court for the 
Southern District of Mississippi remanded the suit to Judge 
Warren. It denied Seminole's request for its attorney's fees as 
sanctions. 

After the suit was remanded back to Judge Warren, Sibley 
filed her answer, a counter-petition, and a third-party petition 
on February 19, 2015. She asserted several causes of action 
against Seminole and named Enterprise Products Operating, 
LLC as a third-party defendant. On February 27, 2015, Sibley 
filed an amended third-party petition in which she 
additionally named First Call Field Services Corp. and TDW 
Services, Inc. as third-party defendants. On that same date she 
also filed a plea to the jurisdiction, a motion to dismiss 
Seminole's breach of [*SJ contract claim, and a motion to 
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transfer venue. 

On -:"1~~ch 3, 2015, Sibley filed a ~etition for a writ of 
prohibition or mandamus and a motion1for emergency stay of 
the trial court proceedings, contending piat the trial court had 

n~ jurisdi~tion over the s~t becaus~ Se*1i~ole had no contract 
with her, it had voluntarily ceased its iiiamtenance and repair 
operations, and its claims were not ripeJ She also requested an 
order directing the trial court to act on lher motion to transfer 
venue. This court denied her petiti ' and dismissed her 
emergency motion as moot. See In ·e Sib! No. 01-15-
00196-CV 2015 Tex. A . LEXIS 24 3 2015 WL 1244317 

In March and April 2015, Sibley a~ended her pleadings 
several times. Her final operative pie dings were her fifth 
amended counterclaim and amended an wer and her amended 
third-party petition. In the former, 4e sought declaratory 
relief and alleged causes of action aga~st Seminole for civil 
conspiracy, intentional invasion or intet"ference with property 
rights, abuse of process, and neglige~ce. In the latter, she 
alleged. intention~! infli~tion of emoional distress against 
Enterpnse and unJust ennchment again~t First Call and TDW. 
She also served discovery directly I on several nonparty 
e_mployees_ of [*6] th~ defendants. Duri~g this same period of 
time, Semmole filed its second amende~ petition and answer, 
and Enterprise, First Call, and TDW a.ij.swered. These parties 
also filed several motions, including: ; 

• Seminole's motion to sanction ~ibley for improperly 
removing the case twice to pnjvent hearings on its 
request for a temporary injunction and motion for 
summary judgment; 
• Seminole and Enterprise's motior to require Sibley to 
file proof of service of all filings I based on her alleged 

failure _to serve multiple ~lings onfunsel of record; 
• Semmole and Enterpnse's mot on to quash Sibley's 
discovery requests served on nonp employees; 
• Seminole and Enterprise's moti n to show cause why 
Sibley's claims should not be ·smissed for lack of 
standing, which TDW joined; and ; 

I 

• First Call's motion to show causF why Sibley's claims 
should not be disinissed for lack o~ standing. 

I 

The motions concerning Sibley's s~nding, her nonparty 
discovery requests, and sanctions we e set for hearing on 
Ap~l 24, 2015. In the interim, however Sibley filed a second 
motion to recuse Judge Warren. In her f,pril 13, 2015 recusal 
motion, Sibley alleged that Judge '}'arren should recuse 
himse_lf be~ause she int~nded [*7] tf call him as "as a 
matenal wimess concemmg the he~ng for an ex parte 
tempor~ry restraini_ng order." She also sought his recusal on 
the basis that he did not refer an Ente rise employee to the 

I 

district attorney for allegedly making a false affidavit in 
support of the temporary restraining order. 

Judge Warren did not learn of this second recusal motion until 
the April 24 hearing was underway. Counsel for Seminole and 
Enterprise represented that they had not been served with the 
second recusal motion, which they apparently discovered in 
the court's file on the day before the hearing. Judge Warren 
found that sparing counsel the burden of coming to court a 
second time constiruted good cause to allow them to argue 
their motions on the record, but he stated that he would not 
rule or take any further action until the second recusal motion 
had been decided. Sibley was not present for argument. Two 
days before the hearing, she had filed a "notice of 
nonappearance," in which she stated that she would not attend 
any hearings noticed by Seminole because it had not served 
her with process. 

Judge Warren referred the second recusal motion to Judge 
Underwood on April 24, 2015. On May 4, 2015, [*8] Judge 
Underwood assigned the motion to Judge Ed Denman of the 
412th District Court. The following day, Judge Denman's 
court coordinator notified the parties that the court would hear 
the second recusal motion on May 11, 2015. 

On May 11, 2015, approximately an hour and a half before 
the hearing on Sibley's second motion to recuse Judge 
Warren, she filed a motion to recuse or disqualify Judge 
Denman. Sibley alleged that Judge Denman was presiding 
over a lawsuit between her and other parties regarding the 
ownership of the same tract of land at issue in the Seininole 
easement dispute, and that the judge had held an "ex parte 
status hearing and communications with attorneys" in that 
suit, which she contended made him "a material witness." She 
also alleged that, as a resident of Brazoria County, Judge 
Denman had an interest in the easement dispute due to 
Seminole and Enterprise's alleged release of "an unidentified 
hazardous chemical substance into the atmosphere or 

environment" of the county. 

Judge Denman declined to recuse himself and referred 
Sibley's motion to recuse or disqualify him to Judge 
Underwood. Judge Denman also ruled that the recusal starute 
allowed him to resolve Sibley's motion [*9] to recuse Judge 
Warren, because she had filed three recusal motions in this 
suit. He then denied Sibley's second motion to recuse Judge 
Warren for lack of supporting proof. He further found that her 
second recusal motion was "groundless and filed for the 
purpose of harassment, and was clearly brought for 
unnecessary delay in this case," and sanctioned her for $4,000 
for the attorney's fees incurred by Seminole. Sibley did not 
attend this hearing. 

Subsequently, on the afternoon on May 11, 2015, Judge 
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Warren granted Seminole's motion fot sanctions. The trial 
court found that Sibley's removals werelfiled for the improper 
purpose of preventing hearings on Sef11inole's motions and 
imposed $3,750 in sanctions for the a*omey's fees incurred 
by Seminole. Judge Warren also gt' nted Seminole and 
Enterprise's motion to quash Sibley's discovery and their 
motion to require her to file proof of seryice of all filings. 

i 

On May 12, 2015, Judge Underwood 4enied Sibley's motion 
to recuse or disqualify Judge Denman. fie found that Sibley's 
motion failed to state facts with the <if tail and particularity 
required to support a motion for recu*1l or disqualification. 
He also found that her motion was "cle~rly [*10] brought for 
unnecessary delay." 

On May 22, 2015, Seminole and Ente~rise filed a motion to 
strike Sibley's pleadings based on her o~struction and delay of 
the suit, including but not limited to herl improper removals to 
federal court. Four days later, Seminol~ moved to nonsuit its 
own claims. 

The trial court held a hearing on May ~6, 2015. Sibley once 
again did not attend. At the hearing, the I trial court invoked its 
inherent authority to strike Sibley's cl~ms against Seminole 
and Enterprise based on her "bad faithl abuse of the judicial 
process," which could not be deterred ht lesser sanctions. The 
court also dismissed all of Sibley's clairvs for lack of standing 
because they were premised on posse~ion of an ownership 
interest in the property subject to the e~sements, but she had 
"failed to submit competent evidence sufficient to establish an 
ownership interest." The trial court rpemorialized both of 
these rulings in written orders and ent9red an order granting 
Seminole's nonsuit. It then entered a pnal judgment which 
provided that Sibley take nothing on hell claims. 

Sibley filed a motion to vacate, modify,j reform, or correct the 
judgment, which was denied by operation of law. She 
appealed. (*11] · 

Analysis 

I. Trial court's disqualification 

In her eighth issue, Sibley contends I that the trial court's 
judgment is void because Judge Warreniwas disqualified from 
hearing the suit. See Tex. Const. art. 5 · ' 11; Tex. R. Civ. P. 
18b(a)(l )-(2). Sibley argues that the j dge assumed the role 
of counsel in the case by directing th court clerk to serve 
hearing notices on her and that he d veloped a pecuniary 
interest in the suit when the court inc ed costs by issuing 
these notices to her via certified mail. NJ[~] As Sibley did 
not assert these grounds for disqualifi ation in either of her 

I 

motions to recuse Judge Warren, in her motion to vacate the 
judgment, or in any other filing in the trial court, we review 
this issue de novo. McElwee v. McE!wee. 911 S. W.2d 182, 
185 (Tex. App. Houston (1st Dist. 7 1995. writ denied). 

As a matter oflaw, Judge Warren was not disqualified. HN2[ 
T] A judge is disqualified by virtue of having been counsel 
in a case only if he represented parties in the litigation. F.S. 

New Prods. v. Strong Indus .. 129 S.W.3d 594. 600 (Tex. 
App.-Houston {1st Dist.! 2003. no pet.) (en bane). A judge 
has a disqualifying pecuniary interest in a suit only if he will 
directly incur financial gain or loss as a result of the 
judgment. Id. at 599. Sibley does not assert that Judge Warren 
represented a party to this suit in this matter or that any 
judgment rendered would directly affect him financially. The 
action she complains of-directing the [*12] court's 
administrative personnel to notify a party of hearings-is a 
legitimate judicial function. See, e.g., Valdez v. Valdez. 930 
S.W.2d 725. 729 (Tex. App.-Houston (1st Dist.7 1996, no 
writ) (trial court directed clerk to notify party of hearing). 

We overrule Sibley's eighth issue. 

II. Sanctions, Seminole's standing, and Sibley's recusal 
motions 

On appeal, Sibley does not assert that the trial court abused its 
discretion by sanctioning her. Instead, in her first, third, 
fourth, and fifth issues, she contends that the monetary 
sanctions incorporated into the trial court's final judgment 
cannot stand for three distinct reasons. She argues that: (1) 
Seminole had no standing to bring its claim for breach of 
contract and thus could not seek sanctions; (2) both 
underlying sanctions orders were void because Judges 
Denman and Warren had recusal motions pending against 
them when they sanctioned her; and (3) Judge Denman's 
sanctions order also was void because Sibley had no notice of 
the hearing and because Judge Warren participated in Judge 
Denman's hearing. Sibley additionally appears to contend in 
her third issue that the judgment itself is void in its entirety 
because it was rendered while one of her motions to recuse 
Judge Warren was pending. These issues present 
questions [*13] of law, which we review de novo. See In re 
Humphreys, 880 S. W.2d 402. 404 (Tex. 1994). 

A. Seminole's standing 

Seminole's standing to bring a contract claim is immaterial to 
the sanctions imposed on Sibley. Judges Denman and Warren 
imposed sanctions on Sibley on May 11, 2015. By that time 
Sibley had appeared in the suit as a party and alleged causes 
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of action against Seminole, Enterprise,IFirst Call, and TDW. 
HN3[?] A trial court may sanction apy party who appears 
before it and engages in litigation mis~onduct prohibited by 
rule or statute. See, e.g., Tex. R. Civ. P. 13; Tex. Civ. Prac. & 

Rem. Code §§ 10.001-.002. Under its inherent authority, a 
trial court also may sanction parties or abusing the legal 

process in a manner not expressly rohibited by rule or 
statute. See Metz er v. Sebek 892 S. .2d 20 50-51 Te>:. 

App.-Houston {1st Dist.! 1994. writl denied). The judges' 
authority to sanction Sibley for her owp misconduct was not 
dependent on Seminole's standing to bripg a contract claim. 

We overrule Sibley's first issue. 

B. Pending recusal motions 

HN4[?] In general, a trial court comntits reversible error by 
imposing sanctions or entering other or ers while a motion to 
recuse is pending. See Metz er 892 . W.2d at 49-50. This 
general rule, however, is not dispositivei on the particular facts 
of this case. · 

Judge Warren did not impose sanctio~s while a motion to 

recuse him was pending. He signed ;s sanctions order at 
2:55 [*14] p.m. on the afternoon of ay 11, 2015, and he 
signed the final judgment on Ma 26, 2015. Judge 

Underwood had denied Sibley's first t1otion to recuse Judge 
Warren nearly a year earlier, on Au¥Ust 20, 2014. Judge 
Denman denied Sibley's second motlion to recuse Judge 
Warren during a hearing held on the i morning of May 11, 

2015. Thus, both recusal motions dire~ted at Judge Warren 
had been denied when he sanctioned }ibley and signed the 
final judgment. Sibley disputes this 1

1 

conclusion on two 

separate grounds. She contends that htfirst recusal motion 
remained pending because Judge Unde ood's order denying 
it was void, given that he signed it afte . she removed the case 
to federal court. Sibley also contends t!tat regardless of when 
he imposed sanctions, Judge Warren he/ird Seminole's motion 
for sanctions on April 24, 2015, whije her second recusal 
motion against him was pending. 

Regarding Judge Underwood's denial o Sibley's first recusal 
motion, it is true that he did so on Au st 20, 2014, while her 
suit was in federal court .. This court rec gnizes that HNS[?] 
state courts are to proceed no further aft r a notice of removal. 
28 U.S.C. § 1446(d); In re Sw. Bell Tel. Co. 235 S. W.3d 619 

624 (Tex. 2007). But because Sibley ti ed her recusal motion 

after she had removed the [*15] suit t federal court, Judges 

Warren and Underwood did not err byl acting on her motion 

when they did; the rules of procedure r~quired them to do so 

promptly. See Tex. R. Civ. P. 18a{O-(gll(requiring respondent 

judge to recuse himself or refer moti4n to presiding judge 

within three business days; requiring presiding judge to rule 
on motion or assign it to another judge; and mandating that 
motion "must be heard as soon as practicable"); see also 

Hudson v. Tex. Children's Hosp .• 177 S. W.3d 232. 235 (Tex. 

App.-Houston {1st Dist.7 2005. no pet.) ("The Texas 
Supreme Court has held that the recuse or refer procedure is 
mandatory."). Under these circumstances, we hold that Judge 
Underwood's order denying Sibley's first recusal motion is not 
void by virtue of having been signed and entered after 
removal, given that it did not affect the merits of the removed 

suit or interfere with the federal court's exercise of jurisdiction 
over the suit. Compare In re Bennett. 960 S. W.2d 35. 39-40 

(Tex. 1997) (state court may sanction counsel after removal 
for pre-removal misconduct so long as sanctions do not affect 
merits of removed case despite 28 U.S.C. § 1446(d)), with 

Meyer/and Co. v. F.D.I.C., 848 S. W.2d 82, 83 (Tex. 1993) 

(appellate court's order dismissing appeal after removal to 
federal court held void under 28 U.S.C. § 1446(d)). 

Moreover, even if Judge Underwood's post-removal 
consideration of Sibley's recusal motion were error, HN6[?] 
a "party cannot complain [*16] on appeal that the trial court 
took a specific action that the complaining party requested." 
Tittizer v. Union Gas. 171 S. W.3d 857. 862 (Tex. 2005). Nor 

can a party complain on appeal about errors she did not raise 
below. Tex. R. App. P. 33.1 (a). Judges Warren and 
Underwood did no more than Sibley requested when they 
acted on her first recusal motion in the timeframe required by 
the rules. Sibley did not withdraw her motion or seek to 
enjoin the state court from acting on it. See Frith v. Blazon

Flexible Fiver. 512 F.2d 899, 901 (5th Cir. 1975) (federal 

courts may enjoin state proceedings after removal). Nor did 
she object to the timing of Judge Warren's referral or Judge 
Underwood's consideration of or ruling on her motion after 

the case was remanded back to the state trial court. Therefore, 
Sibley may not complain on appeal that Judges Warren or 
Underwood erred by acting on her first recusal motion when 
they did. 

Regarding the April 24, 2015 hearing, it is true that Judge 
Warren held it while Sibley's second motion to recuse him 
was undecided, but he did not err in doing so under the 
circumstances. HN7[?] When a motion to recuse is filed 
before the evidence is offered at trial, the judge "must take no 
further action in the case until the motion has been decided, 

except for good cause stated in writing or on the record." Tex. 

R. Civ. P. 18a(f)(2)(A). Judge [*17] Warren found that good 

cause existed to allow the hearing to go forward. Seminole 

and Enterprise's attorneys represented that they had not been 
served with the second motion to recuse Judge Warren and 

only learned of its existence the day before the hearing. Judge 

Warren allowed counsel to present argument on the motions 

set for April 24 so that counsel did not have to return to court 
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i 

on a later date, but he advised that he tpat would not rule on 
any motions until the recusal issue was tesolved. Given Judge 
Warren's explicit finding of good cau~e, which Sibley does 
not challenge on appeal, he was entitl~ to proceed with the 
hearing. Cf Carson v. Gomez 841 S. 1 W.2d 491 493 Tex. 

A .-Houston 1st Dist. 1992 110 wri (reversing where no 
finding of good cause was made). 

In contrast, Judge Denman did impos~ sanctions on Sibley 
while her motion to recuse him was petfling, but we hold that 
he did not err by doing so because tiµ.is was Sibley's third 
recusal motion in the suit. See Tex. Civ.

1

Prac. & Rem. Code ' 

3 0. 0 l 6(b) (permitting judge to decline recuse and continue 
to preside, sign orders, and move case tq final disposition as if 
recusal motion had not been filed when I same party files three 

or more recusal motions). Sibley contrs that her motion to 
recuse Judge Denman did not quali as a tertiary [*18] 
recusal motion. She argues that her st motion to recuse 
Judge Warren was a nullity, because sh inadvertently filed it 
after she already had removed the suitl to federal court, and 
that it therefore cannot be included in th~ tally of her motions. 
HN8['i'] By its plain language, ijowever, the statute 
regarding tertiary recusal motions app · es whenever a party 
has "filed" three or more recusal moti s against any judge. 
Id§ 30.016(a); Gonzalez v. Gui/bot 31 S.W.3d 533 539-41 

(Tex. 2010). That Sibley should not hav filed her first recusal 
motion in state court when she did doe~ not alter the fact that 
she did so. Cf Henke Grain Co. v. Keerian, 658 S. W.2d 343, 

346 (Tex. App.-Corpus Christi 1983, j10 writ) (removal did 
not affect party's ability to file motion I for new trial in state 
court or negate effectiveness of thfit filing; it merely 
prevented state court from ruling on mo~on until remand). 

We overrule Sibley's third and fourth issµes. 

C. Notice and Judge Warren's particifation 

Sibley contends that she did not rec!'ive proper notice of 
Judge Denman's May 11, 2015 hearing n her second motion 
to recuse Judge Warren because she as only notified by 
email. Judge Denman stated on theJ' ecord that his court 
coordinator sent Sibley notice of the h ring on May 5, 2015. 
In addition to sending this notice lby mail, his court 

coordinator emailed it [*19] to Sible;at the email address 
she provided in her motion. This is ade uate proof of service 
absent allegations and evidence of no eceipt. See Tex. R. 

Civ. P. 21a. Sibley does not assert no ceipt and there is no 
evidence suggesting nonreceipt. To th contrary, the record 

shows that Sibley knew of the hf' g and requested 
permission to attend by telephone. To e extent that Sibley 
contends that she was entitled to separat notice that sanctions 
were possible for filing a recusal mo ·, n without sufficient 

cause in order to delay proceedings, the recusal rule itself 
provides for sanctions without imposing any notice 
requirements other than notice of the hearing on the motion. 
Tex. R. Civ. P. 18a(g)(6), {bl. 

Sibley further contends that Judge Warren "acted as counsel 
and aligned himself' with Seminole in opposition to her 
second recusal motion and thereby improperly participated in 
the hearing held by Judge Denman. The hearing transcript 
shows that Judge Warren was not present and Sibley does not 
contend otherwise. Instead, she argues that the trial court's 
case summary shows that Judge Warren sent "a note with 
legal advice" to Seminole's attorneys. The case summary, 
which is the trial court's electronic docket sheet, 
indicates [*20] that Seminole filed a proposed order denying 
Sibley's second recusal motion and sanctioning her. The 
docket entry for this filing contains the following notation: 
"Unsigned; Returned from Judge with Note to Bring to Court 
with Judge Denman at 9:30 am 5/11/15." The actual note 
from the judge is not in the record, and this cursory docket 
entry made by a member of the court's administrative staff is 
not evidence. See In re Bill Heard Chevrolet. 209 S. W.3d 311, 

315 (Tex. App.-Houston (1st Dist.7 2006, orig. proceeding). 

At any rate, the docket entry is nothing more than an 
instruction to counsel to present the proposed order to the 
judge hearing the recusal motion, rather than the judge who is 
the subject of the motion. That instruction is not legal advice 
and does not constitute participation in the hearing. 

We overrule Sibley's fifth issue. 

III. Dismissal and take-nothing judgment 

In her second issue, Sibley contends that the trial court erred 
by dismissing her claims and entering a take-nothing 
judgment against her for lack of standing. In her sixth and 
seventh issues, she contends that the trial court erred at least 
to the extent of dismissing her claims against First Call and 
TDW Services as they did not seek this dismissal and 
admitted liability by failing to answer requests for 
admissions. [*21] 

HN9[?] We review de novo whether Sibley had standing to 
assert her claims for affirmative relief. Tran v. Hoang. 481 

S.W.3d 313, 316 (Tex. App.-Houston {1st Dist.! 2015, pet. 

denied/. Because standing is jurisdictional in nature, a trial 
court should hear evidence on this issue, if necessary, before 
allowing a suit to proceed. Wheelbarger v. City o( El Lago, 

454 S.W.3d 55, 59 (Tex. App.-Houston [1st Dist.7 2014, pet. 

denied). The burden of proof is on the party asserting 
standing. Counhy Cmtv. Timberlake Village v. HMW Special 

Util. Dist. ofllarris & Montgomery Ctys .. 438 S. W.3d 661. 
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667 (Tex. App.-Houston {1st Dist.! 20f 4. pet. denied). If the 
party fails to establish her standing, th n her claims must be 
dismissed. Com ton v. P annenstiel 28 S.W3d 881. 885 

(Tex. App.-Houston {]st Dist.! 2014. no jvet.). 

In the trial court, Seminole, Enterprise,l First Call, and TDW 
each asserted that Sibley's claims ~or affirmative relief 
depended on her possession of a propeJ/tY interest in the land 
subject to the easements and that she cjuld not show that she 
possessed one. Sibley did not dispute, below and does not 

dispute on appeal that all of her claimj in this litigation are 
predicated on her possession of "an o ership interest in the 
tract of land where Seminole's easeme t is located." Instead 
she argues that she has shown that ~he has the requisite 
property interest necessary to confer staiding. We disagree. 

As proof of her interest in the property, ~ibley primarily relies 
on a summary judgment rendered by thf 239th District Court 
of Brazoria County in an unrelated latsuit that decreed she 
possessed a property interest in [*2~] the subject real 
property. Sibley, however, appealed : from that summary 
judgment and secured its reversal. See ·ble v. Robinson No. 

01-14-00454-CV 2015 Tex. A . LE IS 7195 2015 WL 

1st Dist. Jul 14 

2015. no pet.) (mem. op.). Of significa ce to this lawsuit, the 
Robinson litigation showed that own,rship of the subject 

property was in dispute. That lawsuit clncerned the partition 
of the real property in question and the 239th District Court's 
now-reversed summary judgment in at suit decreed that 
Sibley and several other people had anj undivided interest in 
one portion of the property and that apother portion of the 
property belonged to others. See 2015 nex. App. LEXIS 7195. 

(WLlat * 1. Sibley, however, did not i~troduce any proof in 
this dispute that Seminole's easements:, were located on the 
portion of the property in which the i239th District Court 
formerly decreed she had an interest. I~ addition, the record 
does not indicate that the Robinson part~es have resolved their 
dispute over the division of the property, 

I 

Sibley additionally relies on the tempoptry restraining order 

entered by the trial court in this suit asjroof of her standing. 
In that order, the trial court stated that ibley and others were 
"the owners of or possess some interest ·nor title to" the land 
where Seminole's pipeline was located. The temporary [*23] 
restraining order, however, was based oi Seminole's pleading, 
which alleged that Sibley and the others !claimed owner~ of 
the property as successors, assigns, an~ heirs. HNJ0[-1"] A 
temporary restraining order preserves t1e status quo between 
the parties for a short duration of time fntil the court has the 
opportnnity to decide whether the fac s support temporary 
injunctive relief. See Tex. R. Civ. P. 6 O; Airgas-Sw .. Inc. v. 

IWS Gas & Su l o Tex. 390 S.W3d 72 484 Tex. A .

Houston {1st Dist.! 2012. pet. denied). By its terms the trial 

court's order dissolved no later than 14 days after it was 
signed. Thus, the trial court did not find that Sibley had an 
ownership interest in the property by this order. 

With respect to First Call and TDW in particular, the record 
shows that, like Seminole and Enterprise, they asserted that 
Sibley lacked standing. The record likewise refutes Sibley's 
contention that they admitted liability by failing to answer 
requests for admissions. The trial court quashed the discovery 
requests on which Sibley relies, and she has not assigned any 
error to the trial court's discovery rulings on appeal. 

In sum, the record does not contain any evidence that Sibley 
had an ownership interest in the particular part of the property 
where Seminole's easements lie. Given the absence of this 
essential proof, [*24] the trial court correctly concluded that 
Sibley lacked standing to assert claims relating to the 
easements and the property on which they are located. See 

Exxon Corp. v. Emerald Oil & Gas Co., 331 S. W3d 419, 424 

(Tex. 2010) (right to sue for injury to real property belongs to 
its owner); Gleason v. Taub, 180 S.W3d 711, 713-15 (Tex. 

App.-Fort Worth 2005, pet. denied) (treating trespass claim 
as one asserting injury to real property and concluding 
property owners had standing to assert claim). Because Sibley 
lacked standing, we affirm the dismissal of her claims for 
affirmative relief. 

Finally, the court notes that with the exception of her 
disqualification and recusal arguments, which we have 
overruled, Sibley does not challenge the trial court's order 
striking her claims against Seminole and Enterprise for bad
faith abuse of the judicial process. Thus, we alternatively 
affirm the take-nothing judgment in favor of Seminole and 
Enterprise on this additional, unchallenged basis. 

We overrule Sibley's second, sixth, and seventh issues. 

Conclusion 

We affirm the trial court's judgment and dismiss all pending 
motions as moot. 

Michael Massengale 

Justice 

End of Document 

Carrie Johnson Phaneuf 
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-.1 
11/~7/2017 11 :07 AM SCAN Page 1 

:~ 
. ' ! 

· Cause No~2-02654-2017 . 

. D1VU,ENEC.~~

'Plaintiff 

·V, 

COUNTY COURT AT LAW 

r 

LEl'fNIE aoLINGER 

WORMINGTON &_B~LLINGER. 
LAW FIRM, Defen#lts, . 

C) l>. s. c.n :!: 
. ' 

' 

.PL~TIFF'S MO!ION TO_.REC~~E JUDGE WALl_(ERAND COURT 

To the Honorable Courtl & Judge · Barnett Walker: · · 

Comes Now, Pl~intiffl)a~le~e C. Antrhein, to file Pl~intiff's Motion To Recuse 

Judge Walker And Cowt from above styled and num~ered la_~suit _under Cause 

-No. 02-02654-2017 for the following "good cause" reasons: 

1.~ Cau~e No. 02"'.'02654j-2017 wa_s filed with jury trial & is r~lated to another 

lawsuit in this same Co~rt, which gives appearance-of'~conflict of interest;" 

2. The two lawsuits cre~ted both cases that were assi~ed to this same County 

Col,lrt at Law No. 2 wit~ Honorable Judge Barnett Wi;tlker, which was hot done on 
I • 

purpose, but does po~e ,ppearance·of"conflict of interest" t~at could ~ffect.rulings,. 
I • . 

orders, with·effects fro1 either or both lawsuits, commingling .decisions; 

3. For that reason Plaintiff helie~es it is in the best interest of fairness, "due- · 
' '.'.! • • .• • • 

process" & justice that '1is Court voluntarily recuse itself or Plaimiff's motion -is 
• I . 

accepted for reassigrun~nt of this case to another County Court at Law Judge; 
. I . _... . . . . . . 

4. Cat1s~ No. 02-02663-~017 has already been sched\lled for a pre-trial conference,· 

which came to this coutt as Notice of Appeal from J~stice Court; 
• f • ' • • i . . . . 

·, ' · 5. While-Judge Bam~tt!Walker kn~ws only some of the facts in the two cases it 
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i. r. P.~ ~-):. :.· 

I 

, . , · : . would be difficult to .sep*ate two. ~as~s onc.e in the middle of this lawsuit; 
• I 

'.6. This "new lawsuit," i~ partially ~ased on the lawsuit {rom Notice of Appeal 

case that could affe~t the ioutcome of both cas~s & issues as unknown bias or 

. prejudice; (Piaintiff meatis no disrespect by this motion as .tµlknown ~o all:) 

7 .. Plain~iff believes that ~his· would not be intentional, b~t can give an appearance; 
• I . .. • 

8. If this Court would rat~er recuse: itself from the othe~ lawsuit then that would be .. . . i . 

fine with Plaintiff as ton$ as same judge not hearing both lawsuits by jury trial; 

9. This, law~uit is just st~ing "d~e process procedures & discovery;" 
I • 
I 

~O. Plai,ntiff is asking· thls· Court to voluntarily recuse t~s Court to .another Court; 
• i • 

ll. If.a recusal hearing i~ necessary Plaintiff will be available to attend with Judge 
• • I • . . . • 

Barnett Walker for furth~r information as to ·"good cause" reasons for this· motion. 

Plaintiff prays for faimeJs, '~d'ue process'' an~ Justice. in both lawsuits . 
. ~~ .. /rn!~.~ . . 

•· Respectfully submitted, 

.~~~-~ 
darlene C. Amr~ein, Plaintiff; Pro Se: . 

II/:;.~/ oUJ/1 
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VERMCATION_J AFFIDAVIT 

CASE NO~ t1/g .-;-1.J t5< v·5.f-,;/ JJ / 7 

STATE OF TEXAS 

COUNTY OF COLLIN 

::~;:~a~~~~~r~ 
· This information as refer~ced and-~tated wi~in i~ true and_correct.~d ofbarlene c .. 
B~istreri-Amrhein'·s oi· personal knowledge to the best of her ability & documented. 
This state and or federal ling is for purpose· of "du~ process;'' fairness, Jµstice under_ 
State and.Federal I,,aws present~d in applicable Court attached as sited for ·. 
consideration: of this-Co· filing. · . · · .· : · .... 

,1 ., • 

. ~;,:;4«4e.e~~~ .. 
Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein. Plainti.f:t: Pro Se and 

•. I. 

SUBSCRIBED~ SW~RN TO ME, BEFORE ME: ON , , Ii.A. : 
. ' . 1 

certify which witnes~ my 1/iand and official seal. 

l 
. I , 2017tO 

SJ!;AL: 

Commission Expires # ~ ~;;; Notary Pµbli . ofT~xas (Signature) 

I • 
I . 

.. ·- -----·------+------

,:E' . 
. :::>. 
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I· 
I 

~ERTI~ICATK.OF SER",ICE 

A true and correct copy 9f Plaintiffs' M;otion_To Recuse_ Judge Walker And Court 
was served in person or qy Certified Mail through the Ur~ited States Post Office on 
Nov. 27, 2017 to the follqwing: · · . · 

Collin County CourtpOUSf. & County Court at Law 
Collin County District C~rk's Office 
2100 Bloomdale Rd. 
McKinney, TX 75071 

· In Person 

Wormington Law Firm dv & B) 
212 East Virginia Street ' 
McKinney, TX. 75069 · 

Certified#7017 0530 0000 6416 6167. 

Attorney Lennie Bollinger 
212· East Virginia Street I 

McKinney, TX. 75069 

Certified# 7017 0530 0000 6416 6167 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~~-'.if~ 
Dadend Balistreri-Amrhein, Plaintiff, Pro Se and 

! 

Represeptative for Deceased Anthony J. Balistreri 

. . I tj.;; 7)}7 

sf,. 

1872 



CERTIFICATE OF CONFERENCE 
I 

There was no conferencelPiaintiffs' Motion To Recuse Judge Walker And Court 
with Defendants Bolling~r & Wormington due to prepared during Thanksgiving 
weekend w~en no one w,s available & filed early Nov. 27, 2017 as Courthouse 
was closed for holiday top .. 

· Respectfully submitted, 

Darlere Balistreri-Amrhein, Plaintiff, Pro Se 
I 

& Repre~entative for Deceased Anthony J. Balistreri 
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fD) ~ f~ ~2 fi: ~ ITTii· 

CAUSE NO. 005-02654-2017 lf] [UJ 
DARLENE C. ~, et al COUNTY COUR'., AT LAW 

I 

Plaintiffs, 

V. NO. FIVE (5) JUDGE WILSON 

WORMINGTON & B LINGER LAW FIRM COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 
ATTORNEY LENNIEiBOLLINGER, AND 

Defendants, et al efendants 
I 

PLAINTIFF'S M$TION FOR RECUSAL OF JUDGE DAN WILSON 
I 

Comes Now, PlaintiffD~lene C. Amrhein to file Plainti:ff s Motion For Recusal of 
I 

Judge Dan Wilson in abpve named & titled Cause No. 005-02654-2017. Plaintiff 
I . 

does not file this Motioit For Recusal of Judge Dan Wilson for any delay, bad faith 

or based on any Orders,ibut based on activities, actions, violations of laws. 
! 

Plaintiff filed Motion T~ Stay & Continue this lawsuit afj:er 2 emergencies in the 
' 

hospital on 12/26/2017(jBaylor Scott White Hospital) and 1/5/2018, (Medical 

Center of Plano) due to ~erious illness, 2 needed surgeries as disabled person, 

attached medical infontj.ation as stated with.medical proof, but still "denied." 

During this period of tbiie this Court, Defendants & Attorneys demanded court 
! 

filings on 1/02/2018 th* contributed to this second emergency care & admission 

on 1/5/2018 & continuql to make demap_ds for court filings of documents to harass 

& injure Plaintiff Amrh~in, which is a violation of ADA knowing who is unable to 
I 

work, without addition~ injuries, illness as stated, unable to walk, stand or sit due 
I -

to these disabilities, ~ble spine, medicated & in extreme pain affecting function 

I filed notice of medic4 on 1/3/2018 for "good cause" reasons for medical needs & 

sworn affidavit of the ~eds for medical healthcare trea1ment 1/10/2018. Plaintiff 
I 

filed Motion To Stay &/ Continue this lawsuit on 1/10/2018 & court file stamped 

1/16/2018 with more atbcbed medical docum~ntation as sick & disabled, which 
I 

was denied by Court oider signed by Judge Wilson & supported by Cobb, 

I I 
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I 

Martinez, Woodland, alf these Attorneys & all 4 Defendants. 
I 

On January 22, 2018 as!last day necessary demanded court filing caused another 
I 

complication to Plaintiff along with nausea from the extreme pain and on January 
' 

26, 2018 Plaintiff endecJ back in the Medical Center of Plano again, seriously ill 
I 

with pain & infection r~quiring stay until January 31, 2018, which was filed 
I 

2/3/2018 with Court as Second Motion To Stay & Continue this Lawsuit for 
I 

medical reasons again tith no response, except an Order 1/3 0/18 to destroy this 

lawsuit with prejudice tb lawsuit & Plaintiff because of illness, disability, more 

demanded court filings~ with $14,000.00 plus fine Order of attorneys' fees & then 

threats to Plaintiff by sdizures & continued harassments if not paid by February 23, 

2018, which is retaliati~n, while ill, sick, medicated, in pain & 3 times hospitalized 

as disabled person withf "good cause'; reasons for lack of function as continued by 

this Court, Defendants,/Judge & Attorneys. Jury trial dates of February 19, 2018 or 
' 

March 19, 2018 kno~g that Plaintiff needed 2 high risk back operations, 6 

months of full recovery! with no court & suit activities for more pressure / 
i 

harassment to prevent Plaintiff's medical treatments, several medications / 
I 

narcotics & against Ph~sicians medical instructions for Plaintiff's medical care is 

unconscionable to any teasonable person. Judge Dan Wilson is aware Plaintiff as in 
I 

form.a pauperis, so this ~as deliberate retaliation & harassment by his Court with 
I 

only a social security t4onthly income for need of necessary support to live, more 

discrimination, knowmk Plaintiff is disabled senior, unable to work, to affect my 
I 

home, one automobile & needed healthcare. January 18, 2018 demand for hearing, 
' 

demand for disclosure~ on January 25, 2018, with email of threats on or about 

February 7, 2018, whi$ has continued to affect Plaintiff health, disability & illness 

discrimination of disab~lity, American With Disabilities (ADA) protected rights are 
I 

denied & refused by C~urt Order in the County Court at Law No. 5, by Judge Dan 

~-
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Wilson, Defendants of Wormington Law Firm, Lennie Bollinger & 3 other 

Wormington attorneys, tjicluding Cobb, Martinez, Woodland & Attorney Carrie 

Johnston Phaneuf. (Em~l Harassment & Pressure with Retaliation to take 

advantages of these situition is unreasonable torture in this lawsuit that can cause 

addition able permanent/disabilities affecting Plaintiff's life.) 
I IN CONCLUSION AND PRAYER 
I 

Plaintiff does not believ~ that a fair outcome could be attained in this case, due to 
I 

"conflict of interest," ba~ic Texas & federal laws &ADA violated, so a just out-

come is not likely in thi~ lawsuit with Judge Wilson presiding with confusions, 

discriminations, deman4s, prejudice & retaliations against due process, fairness & 
I 

interest of Justice again1t ill needed medical care, Plaintiff Amrhein. 

Judge Wilson has denie~ Plaintiff the right for healthcare as a disabled person, 
' 

which is discrimination~ therefore causing all lack of ''trust for basic human & 
i 

fmancial needs," which/was reported to Department of Justice, Washington, D.C. 

by complaint, violation~ of my U.S. & Texas Constitutional Rights & by all these 

injustices. It appears th4t protecting the Defendants & their attorneys was more 

important then Plaint~s healthcare, 3 hospitalizations & filed Motion to Stay & 

Continue this lawsuit mp .. January 10, 2018. No person sick or well facing 2 high 
' 

risk back operations, or( any illness should be put under this kind of pressure as it 
I 

has affected Plaintiff's health making it much worse & causing infectious disease 

delaying the 2 surgerie~ as complications & thousands of dollars of medical bills to 

Medicare ($100,000) t4at would threaten my life if surgery was done with any 

complications, which siarts as "high risk" to begin with, but very necessaiy. The 
I 

tracking of affects priof to each hospitalization, was court filings, demand, threats 
! 

affecting Plaintiffhealiµ. & well-being as personal injuries allowed to continue. 

The law clearly states ~at a reason to grant Motion To Stay & Continue a lawsuit 
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is for "illness or death,"! so no excuse to deny Plaintiff 1/10/18 stay court filing. 
i 

Plaintiff believes this is !hateful retaliations, discrimination, unnecessary & unfair, 
I 

that no one should havelto experience under these events & circumstances against 

federal ADA & Texas l~s as a "protected class" with existing rules, statutes & 

laws, which is out of Pl~tiff's control & would rather not have this all happen. 
! 

Plaintiff requested the r¢cusal voluntary, but after consideration of all activities, it 
i 

appears that would nev~r happen, so this Motion For Recusal of Judge Dan Wilson 

is necessary into this cJurt Record & well being of Plaintiff with a Stay & 
! 

Continuance of this law\mit following 2 back surgeries & release by Plaintiffs 
I 

surgeons & primary doqtors. Americans With Disabilities Act is federal law 

enforceable in all statesJ including Texas & very important, not to be refused or 
I 

' 

ignored making all actifities & Orders ''void" from January 10, 2018 to 1/16/2018. 

Plaintiff prays the orig~l Motion To Stay & Continue this lawsuit as filed on 
! 

January 10, 2018 & rec¢ived through United States Post Office stands. All court 

actions taken beyond J*uary 16, 2018 is "voided & reversed as legal nullity to 

have no affect & not beienforceable as prejudicial to Plaintiff, this lawsuit & all 

state & federal laws." J/udge Dan Wilson & all other participants must be held 

responsible for violatio*5 of ADA & other laws. All harassments, demands & 

threats must be stopped! immediately. Judge Dan Wtlson must be recused in this 

lawsuit as a matter oflajw, against equal protection, appeal.able, against Rule of 

Law & intentional misc~iage of justice to discriminate against Plaintiff. 

(Exhibits 1 to 5) EmailJ received from January 15, 2018 to January 23, 2018 from 
! 

Court & Attorneys was ~2 notices. cc: United States Department of Justice 
' 

rf espectfully submitt(d, # . 
)/w~~ <2,_<76~ 

JDarlene C. Amrhein, Plaintif:t: Pro Se ~ / 
;')-I?'; I g7 

tf-. 
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STATE OF TEXAS 

COUNTY OF COLLIN 

VERIFICATION/AFFIDAVIT 

No.MS-._.. o .;J.d §;"' .I/- !),t) Ir 

BEFORE l\1E, the unders{gned Plaintiff, Darlene C. Amrhein, who swore in her capacity 
& individually on her sw rn oath, deposed and said she prepared and signed 

,b. ~. iftn ~ ::rz 
f()~ ~ zfj)~ ~~ fJ~t ::t :Xwik ~ 7 ij 
1bis information as refer~nced and stated within is true and correct and of Darlene C. 
Amrhein's own personal inowledge to best of her ability & documented. This state and 

I 

or federal filing is for purpose of "due process," fairness, Justice under State and Federal 
Laws & presented in app}f cable Court attached as sited for this Court filing. 

Darlene C. Balistreri- Amrhein, Plaintiff, Pro Se 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWOfN TO ME, BEFORE ME: ON h-<b-rue,..cf J 

Certify which witness my h~d and official seal. 

, 2018 to 

SEAL: 

, TREVOR HILZ Notary Public ofTexas (P1intedName) 
MY Commission Expires 
' May 1, 2019 

:a:; Public of Te~gnature) 

Commission Expires~ / 1 .J.c? 19 
. I 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

A true and correct copyiof Plaintiff's Motion For Recusal Of Judge Dan Wilson 
was served in person orlby Certified Mail through the United States Post Office on 
or about Feb. 8, 2018 tol the following: 

Collin County Courthotjse 

County Court at Law Np. 5 
i 

Honorable Dan K. Wilspn 
Attn: Collin County Di~trict Clerk's Office 
2100 Bloomdale Rd. 
McKinney, TX 75071 

Certified 7017 0530 0000 6020 

Cobb, Martinez, Woodtard, PLLC 

Attorney Carrie J ohnso:tji Phaneuf 

1700 Pacific Avenue, Stti-te 3100 

Dallas, TX. 75201 

Certified# 7017 0530 0000 6416 5948 

C~RTIFICATE OF CONFERENCE 

There was no conferenqe filed & served because Plaintiff is too sick, in pain & 
medicated from hospitai discharge. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Darlerle Balistreri-Amrhein, Plaintiff, Pro Se and 

Repres~ntative for Deceased Anthony J. Balislr;ri / 
J?.;?//~ 
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. FILED 
1 COUNTY COURT AT LAW 
I CAUSE NO. 05-02654-2017 . 

DARLENE C. AMRHE;, et al COUN~ ~~&t.,~:t':L!l~ 
Plaintijffs, 

V. 

ATTORNEY LENNIE F./ BOLLINGER, AND 
WORMINGTON & BOI(LINGER LAW FIRM 
Defendants, 

STACEY KEMP 

coLt1i
0tJi~¥~~-~fx~s -~L ,d 

NO. FJ!VE-{S}JlJD.c:G~JlT~
0

l}.J~\J 

~. 
COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

PLAINTIFF' TICE TO THE COURT SAID JUDGES TO ALL 
DEFENDANTS THEIR COUNSELS TO STAY & CONTINUE THIS 
LAWSUIT REMO GIT OFF THE ACTIVE DOCKET SHEETS FOR 

"GOOD CAUSE" REASONS 

Plaintiff's Notice To Th~ Court, Said Judges, To All Defendants And Their 

Counsels To Stay & Co:dtinue This Lawsuit Removing It Off The Active Docket 
I 

Sheets For "Good Caus~" Reasons as follows: 
I 

1. Plaintiff Darlene B4streri-Amrhein has been in the Medical Center of Plano 

Hospital EmergencyRo~m since January 4, 2018 & then admitted to present for 
I 

multiple testing, exami$,tions, various medications with a result of unable to walk 

& function nonnally wi1}1 these disabilities; 
' 

2. Plaintiff Darlene Balistreri-Amrhein is required to have two serious back 
I 

surgeries with various rtcovery periods from 6 weeks to 6 months depending upon 
i 

the procedures used, wJpch are necessary as demanded per medical evaluations; 

3. Plaintiff Darlene C. 113alistreri-Amrhein have the three best surgeons possible 

for these two operation.$ that must be done separately to protect all regular & 

necessary :functions, sitpng, standing, walking, recovery & rehabilitations as 

removed for all caregiv~ng as needed as shocked as to these results; 
! 

4. There were no prio~ notices for these two needed back operations; 
I 

5. See attached Exhib~tA from the Medical City of Plano Doctor about these 

existing medical condi~ons that will be examined further with definite surgery 

(. 



dates, procedures & pendlflg additional evaluations on Tuesday, January 16, 2018 
I 

as Plaintiff is acting with f'due diligence" & completely moved out of home on 

1/17/18; 

6. Plaintiff Balistreri-Atjlrhein cannot ignore this, be reduced to no walking & put 
I 

health at risk, so it is imppssible to continue this lawsuit, which must be stayed in 

the interest of justice as $is is timely, fair notice to all parties until full recovery; 

7. The Court, Judge Parties & counsels will be given updates as available every 

30 to 45 days to project 4ito future of this lawsuit; 
' 

8. There are many outstpnding issues is this lawsuit & pending judicial work that 

cannot be completed at t"!is time due to Plaintiffs medical conditions & surgeries; 
I 

9. All necessary steps ~ll be taken to make Plaintiff as comfortable as possible, 
i 

so the schedule is unkno~ along with all caregivers; 

10. Plaintiff is sorry fo~ any inconveniences & delays in this matter, which was 
' 

out of any ones control. We cannot answer, proceed or rule in any manner 

effective immediately inf this lawsuit; 
I 

11. Plaintiff is druggedfmost of the time due to intense pain & affects; 
I 

12. :Plaintiff is asldng 'e court to remove this lawsuit from the active docket 

sheet lists until I am abl~ to proceed due to these 2 needed back surgeries & 
i 

recovery with prompt n~tice to all parties; (Asking for prayers.) 

13. Plaintiff is working lhard to get back on her feet without any life long 
I 

Disability or permanent!hanns caused as there is no other way except 2 surgeries; 
! 

so please "stay all pendi/ng actions in this lawsuit until further notice;" (Exhibit A) 

{~Mc.Li ~ ,0,,) , Respectfully submitted, 

2~e3~gJ,~ 
I 

Darle~e C. Balistreri-Amrhein, Plaintiff, Pro Se 
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Medical City 
Plano : 

3~0 I WEST 15TH STREET. li>LANO TX 7507!:5 
. 972,596-15()~ 

WORK A, SCHOOL/ SPORTS RELEASE 

PATIENT NAMEID(lr "l-~e_ fu L,stY--er~ --0.rnehe;/\J 
DATE:_j \otlli_· ---

D i'HE'. PATIENT IS AB!,E TO RE'.TURN TO WORK/SCHOOL/SPORTS ~N: ----

D THE PA"flENT' MAY Rk:TURNTO WORK WliHQUT RE'.SfRICTJONS. 

jS?THE PATIEN'f MAY R/ETURN TO WORK ONCE,RE'.l£ASE'.D BY POLLOW-UP P~OVJOE'..R. 

. ~,.,~~·. 
DOFF' WORK/SCHO(/)L/SPORTS FOR __ .DAYS. 

c:uiai .J.. 
6¥~ I 



··~ 

DARLENE C. AMRHEINJ et al, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

CAUSE NO. 005-02654-2017 

Electronically FHed 1/3/2018 9:52AM 
stacey Kemp County Clerk 
Collin County, Texas 
By: Linda Patrizio, Deputy 
Envelope lD:21569703 

COUNTYCOURTATLAW 

N0.5 

[Hon. Dan K. Wilson] 

ATTORNEY LENNIE F. ~OLLINGER, 
WORMINGTON & BOLI!INGERLA W FIRM, 

Defendants. COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

NOTICE OF !$ARING FOR DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO DISMISS 

TO THE HONORAJ3LE JUDGE OF SAID COURT: 
I 

PLEASE TAKE NPTICE that Defendant's Motion to Dismiss, filed on December 22, 

2017, is set for hearing on t'hursday, January 25, 2018 at 1:30 p.m. in the 5th County Court ~t 

Law of Collin County, Tex~s. 

Dated: January 3, 2018 

CM\V 17S1S6Vl 

NOTICE OF HEARING FOR DEF 

Respectfully submitted, 

By: Isl Carrie J. Phaneuf 
CARRIE JOHNSON PHANEUF 
Texas Bar No. 24003790 
cphaneuf@cobbmartinez.com 
JENNIFER SMILEY 
Texas Bar No. 24082004 
jsmiley@cobbmartinez.com 

COBB MARTINEZ WOODWARD PLLC 
1700 Pacific Avenue, Suite 3100 
Dallas, Texas 75201 
Phone: 214.220.5201 
Facsimile: 214.220.5251 

ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANTS 

PAGEl ANTS'MOTIONTODJSMISS . ·,./ ,/ 
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CAUSE NO. 05-02654-2017 

DARLENEC.AMRHEfN,etal iCOUNTYCOURTATLAW 

Plain~s, 

V. l NO. FIVE (5) ~GE DAVIS 
; 

ATTORNEYLENNIE~. BOLLINGER AND j , 
WORMINGTON & BO/LLINGER LAW FIRM[ COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 
Defendants, 

Plaintiff's Motion For/Continuance for "Good Cause" Reasons: to Respond-to 
I . 

/ Defendants' Motion To Dismiss 

Comes Now, Plaintift: Ifarlene C.Amrhein, prose to file Plainti:frs;Motion For 

Continuance for "Good [Cause" Reasons to Respond to Defendants' ;Motion To 

Dismiss for the followizj.g: 

1. Plaintiff received nqtice of Defendants' Motion To Dismiss on or about 
December 22, 2017, oui of town for the holidays, family until December 25, 2017; 

i 

2. Plaintiff was then t*en to Baylor, Scott, White Hospital in Mcl9nney, Texas 
Emergency Room on o~ about December 26, 20 f 7 & placed on 3 medications that 
affected capacity & dri-ting causing numerous bouts of sleeping from pain killers, 
until all testing could c~ntinue & be completed with 24 to 48 hour turn around; · 

3. Plaintiff wants to re~pond & object to Defenqants' Motion to Dismiss timely & 
is requesting an extensipn / continuance of 7 days to do so with a due date on 
January 4, 2018; · 

4. This 7 day continu~ce should cause no prejudice to Defendants & it would 
allow Plaintiff to functipn in full capacity for JaJ.?.uary 4, 2018 deadline; 

5. Plaintiff contacted4ttomey Carrie Johnson Bhaneuf about motion for 
continuance for "good pause" reasons also affecting disabilities & diaj;,e~s. ~ o 

I '~ O i= ~ 
Plaintiff prays for und~rstanding & consideration in this matter, ~~R~ ~~t ~ _ 
Plaintiffs control & se/rious. Y: g~p, ~ g~ 

! ~Respectfully subn:µtt~e<L · . t ~~~ : §~ 
' ~·- '~~ ;:;{:Y-3: . ::: ?, ' " . .......-u c:::> 

,: . . ,,. :. . ~ ..... l--

i ~ . : ./ (/J (.,.) :::;;: 

!Darlene C. Amrhein, Plaintiff, Pro Se
1
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STATE OF TEXAS 

COUNTY OF COLLIN 

VERIFICATION I AFFIDAVIT 

CAUSE NO. 005-02654-2017 

BEFORE ME, the underst· ed Plaintiff, Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein, who swore in 
her capacity & individual! on her sworn oath, deposed and said she prepared and signed 
Plaintiffs Notice To The ourt, Said-Judges, To All DefendantsAnd Then: Counsels To 
Stay & Continue 1bis La~suit Removing It Off The Active Docket Sheets For "Good 
Cause" Reasons Effective f[mmediately. 

This information as referef· ced and stated within is true and correct and of Darlene C. 
Balistreri-Amrhein's own ersonal knowledge to best of her ability & documented. This 
state and or federal filing s for purpose of "due process," fairness, Justice under State 
and Federal Laws & prese, ted in applicable Court attached as sited for this Court filing. 

Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein, Plaintiff, Pro Se 

SUBSCRIBED AND swoirn TO ME, BEFORE ME: ON Sw1u--t ( 0 
, 201s to 

Certify which witness my hfmd and official seal. 
I 

SEAL: 

Notary Public of Texas rinted Name) 



I 
TO TEXAS STATE COVRTS & U.S. FEDERAL COURTS: 

DARLENE f. BALISTRERI-AMRHEIN AFFIDAVIT 

THE STATE OF TEXAS 1 

COUNTY OF COLLIN 

BEFORE ME, the understgned authority, on this day personally appeared Darlene 

Balistreri-Amrhein, who ~eing by me duly sworn, upon her oath deposed and 

stated as follows: 

1. My name is Darlene ¢. Balistreri-Amrhein. I am over the age of eighteen years 
I 

and am competent to malie this Affidavit. 
I 

2. I make this Affidavit µpon my personal knowledge and all statements contained 

herein are true and corre9t for all lawsuits, case numbers & case numbers. 

3. At the time of this ~davit, I am a McKinney, Texas resident homeowner as 

for more than the past 1 a/years, paying Collin County property taxes as required. 

4. I, Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein have provided to the associated Texas Courts 
I 

the following medical he~lthcare information for all needs as required effecting my 
I 

responses to Courts, Co1*1-Sels & Defendants in all lawsuits & causes of action. 
I 

5. I, Darlene C. Balistre~-Amrhein am disabled, unable to attend any hearings, 
I 

prepare & answer any ctjurt filed documents, receive any mail, text messages or 

respond in any way due to these medical reasons, medical procedures, conditions, 

disabilities, medications~ displacements, recovery & rehabilitations until further 
! 

notice by myself & my frimary care physicians as needed & released. 

6. The medical release bubmitted as Exhibit A is true & correct as represented & 

filed with the associated/Courts from Medical City Hospital of Plano & signed by 
! 

nurses at instructions & rigned by my personal physician as presented. 

7. My back medical care physicians are three other doctors to be conducted for 

/. 



each of two surgeries at 4-ifferent local area hospitals timely as Ordered, arranged 
! 

& done with the best int~rest of Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein's healthcare due to 
! 

all associated·conditionsJ diagnosis, medical care & necessary requirements as 
! 

prescribed by qualified 1*-edical professional for 6 months stay on inactive docket. 
I 

8. I, Darlene C. Balistr~ri-Amrhein, make this sworn Affidavit to be enforced & 

effective to all associatecJ Courts, whether Texas state Courts & any United States 

Federal Courts associate~ to Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein with all Defendants. 
i 

9. By anyone suppressitj.g this known information contained within would be 
I 

considered fraud makin~ every issue in violation oflaws by secrecy & unlawful 
i 

concealment with no leg~ effects to any lawsuit. There is to be no pressure, 
I 

effects, interference or d~mands made upon any ofPlainti:ffBalistreri-Amrhein's 
I 

physicians / surgeons fof any reason or violations of HIPPA laws. 
i 

10. I, Darlene C. B~eri-Amrhein, have provided all courts, judges, Counsels 
i 

& Defendants names & pontacts to my personal representatives in case I become in 
! 

capacitated & or under ltfe availability through death for contacts & notifications. 

11. I, Darlene C. Balisteri-Amrhein, make this sworn affidavit of my own free 

will, to provide all infotjnation necessary for informed decisions in all lawsuits as 

there was no other alte~ative to facts & reality with aid of healthcare professionals 

under these circumstancfs & in interest of fairness, due process & Justice as 
I 

Plaintiff, Pro Se in all Iajwsuits & Exhibit A as attached. 
: ~ 

Further affiant sayeth ; Executed this /i? ~ day of January, 2018 

~ t!,Zj<k70,,. ·,~ 
Darlene C. Balistreri-Amrhein 

i J} 
SUBSCRIBED AND S1'70RNTO before me on this lO day of January, 2018 

.1: 

c5,,lir:tA 
!'f!r;<-/ 



SEAL 

Notary Public of Texas Printed 

Commission Expires ( d/_• k:;, I 



DARLENE C. AMRHEIN, '* al, 

Plaintiffs, 

V. 

CAUSE NO. 005-02654-2017 

ATTORNEY LENNIE F. B~LLINGER, and 
WORMINTON & BOLLTNqtER LAW FIRM, 

Defendants. 

I ORDER DENYJNG 

Electronically Filed 1/16/2018 4:42 PM 
Stacey Kemp County Clerk 
Collin County, Texas 
By: Dianna Shine, Deputy 
EnvelopelD:21854075 

COUNTY COURT AT LAW 

N0.5 

[Hon. Dan K. Wilson] 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

"PLAINTIFF'S NOTICE TP THE COURT, SAID JUDGES, TO ALL DEFENDANTS AND THEIR 
COUNSELS TO STAY~ CONTINUE TIDS LAWSUIT REMOVING IT OFF THE ACTIVE 

DOCJ(ET SHEETS FOR 'GOOD CAUSE' REASONS" 

i 

Before the Court is Pl~intiff' s document entitled "Plaintiff's Notice to the Court, Said Judge, to All 

Defendants and Their Counse~ to Stay & Continue this Lawsuit Removing it off the Active Docket Sheets 

for 'Good Cause' Reasons," f1led on January 16, 2018. Defendants filed a Response in Opposition. 
I 

After considering Plrurtiff' s Notice to the Court, Defendants' Response in Opposition, and relevant 

authority, the Court ORDER$ as follows: 

Plaintiff's Notice to lthe Court, filed on January 16, 2018, including her requests to stay this 

litigation and continue the he~g on Defendants' Rule 91a Motion to Dismiss is DENIED. 

It is :further ORDE:aiD that Defendants' Rule 9 la Motion to Dismiss is set for hearing by written 

submission on January 25, 20[18. 

It is ORDERED tha~ Defendants are permitted to file and submit a Reply to Plaintiffs Response 

to the Motion to Dismiss by ~uary 22, 2018. 

I 

Signed this~ day of Japuary 
I 

, 2018. 

Signed: 1(17/2018 09:58 AM 

JUDGE PRESIDING 



CAUSE NO. 005-02654-2017 

Electronically Flied 1/22/2018 4:50 PM 
Stacey Kemp County Clerk 
Collin County, Texas 
By: Dianna Shine, Deputy 
Envelope ID: 21981471 

DARLENE C. AMRHEII'f, et al, 

Plaintiffs, 

COUNTYCOURTATLAW 

NO. 5 

v. [Hon. Dan K. Wilson] 

ATTORNEY LENNIE F. ~OLLINGER, AND 
WORMINTON & BOLL*GER LAW FIRM, 

Defendants. COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

ORDER GRANTING D$FENDANTS LENNIE F. BOLLINGER AND WORMINGTON & 
BOLtINGER'S RULE 91A MOTION TO DISMISS 

On this day, the c4urt considered Defendants Lennie F. Bollinger and Wormington & 

Bollinger's ("Defendants")!Motion to Dismiss, pursuant to Rule 91a of the Texas Rules of Civil 

Procedure, filed on Decem~er 22, 2017. Plaintiff Darlene Amrhein in her individual capacity and 

in her representative cap~city on behalf of Anthony Balistreri (collectively "Amrhein" or 

"Plaintiff'), filed a Respon~e on January 2, 2018. Defendants filed a Reply to Plaintiffs Response 

. on January 19, 2018. After! careful consideration of Plaintiffs Amended & Supplement Petition 
I 

and Pleadings, Defendants1 Rule 91a Motion to Dismiss, Plaintiffs Response to the Motion to 

Dismiss, and Defendants' Jteply, and relevant legal authority, the Court rules as follows: 
- i 

a. It is ORDE~D that Defendants' Rule 91a Motion is GRANTED. 
I 
i 

b. Therefore, i~ is ORDERED that the following causes of action or purported causes 
' i 

of action ar~ DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE: (i) all of the causes of action 

brought in ,4..mrhein's representative capacity of Anthony Balistreri, deceased, or 

i 

his estate o~ trust, (ii) Violations of the Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional 

Conduct, (ii~) Breach of Fiduciary Duty, (iv) Breach of Contract, (v) Fraud, (vi) 

Pagel of2 
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Violations d the DTPA, (vii) Violations of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, 
I 

(viii) "Bad F4ith," (ix) Negligent Misrepresentation, (x) Conspiracy, (xi) violations 

of constitutioral rights, and (xii) alleged discrimination. 

c. Plaintiff is O~ERED to file an amended petition removing the dismissed causes 

of action frotn her petition within 20 days of the date of this Order. Failure to 

comply with ~his Order may result in a dismissal of this case. 

d. The Court fJds that the amount of fees incurred by Defendants for defense of this 
I 

matter throu$h the date of the hearing is reasonable and necessary. It is hereby 
I 
I 

ORDERED ifuat Defendants' request for attorney fees and costs pursuant to Tex. 

' 

R. Civ. Proq. 91a.7 is GRANTED. Attorney fees and costs in the amount of 

' 

$14,101.55, *lus $29.05 in expenses, are awarded to Defendants. Plaintiff is hereby 

I 

ORDERED Ito pay $14,130.60 to Defendants. Execution may issue on all sums 

awarded. 

Signed this 30 day of Jatjuary , 2018. 

Signed: 1130/201810:20 AM 

JUDGE PRESIDING 

Page2 of2 
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COUNTY COURT A LAW NUMBER FlVE 
JUDGE DAN WJLSO 
2100 Blbomdale·Roa., Suite 20382 
McKinney; Texas 75 71 
Phone: (972) 546-38 O 
Fax: (972) 54.8-385 . 

The enclosed D{sco~ery Control Plan and .Scheduling Order muslbe signed by 
all parties.and return d to the Coordinator by 4:00 p.m. the day prlor to the Pre
trial Conference d e. If not, your presence is required· at the Pre-trial 
Conference: If you cannot be at the pre~trlal conference promptly at the time 
specffied1 you must x In your announcement ta the Court by 5:00 p.m. on the 
previous day: You may fax the plan and/or trial announcement to (972) 548-
3855. The tolfowin -dates are subject to change. 

Bench Trial Date, at 1:30 .. p.m. 

Janu_:·ary. 1i,i 20··.18. · 
February .· . · , 2018 
Marcll22,·_· · 18 

Ju TrlatDates t 9:.00·a.m. 

January 111 

2017 
February 1 _~ 2018 
March 19, .018 

Formal Pre-Trial at 10;00a.m; 

January 11, 2018 (if needed) 
February 151 2018 (if needed) 
March 15, 201.a {if need~d) 

Formal Pre.:TriaLat 10:00 ·a~m~ 

January ·11, 2018 (required) 
February 15, 2018 (required) 
March 1 S, 201"8 (required) 

You may ' ch ~k the status of Civil case$ by visiting 
www.,coilfntoun · ; ov. Under , de:partnten(s, click · on Onl#rl.e 
Seryice$, then c icliCase .Look uJi. Civlf,Qr by·,t.;i1'ing,.th~ ctvll cleriiat 
(912) 548-6432. / 



Darlene An:irheln 
I t:2 Winsll}y Circle 
McKinne:y TX 75071 

D 
COLl.lN 
COUNTY ., 

COUNTY Couilr Ar LAW 5 FPR 

Collin County, Texas 
DANK WILSON, JUDGE PRE$ID1NG' 

December 13, 2017 

RE": Causi!No. OCi5-02654-b11 
DarleneC. Amrhein; et al VS; Attorney Lennie F.-Bollinger _and Wormintoxr& Bollinger Law Finn 

Dear Darlene Amrhein; Anthon~ Balistreri (deceased} aiid Carrie J. Phaneuf;· Came J. Phaneuf; AllProfe!lslonal 
Liability & Legal Malpractice l~surance Companies: 

! 

The above referenced matter ii. ' et for pre-trial conference on January 18, 2018 at 1 :30 pm in Collin County Court at 
Law 5. Enclosed is a schedule of dates tbat are availabie for jury tri,als and/or bench tr~Js along with a, sched,uling 

orde. r, .Jn lieu of. a··.~pearln_g at· . · e·p.re-. trial co. ~feren .. c. "' .•. y .. o. ·u ... may E-_@e the. en .. ~.o.lled agreed;sthedn .. I.ing order n;o later than 4:00. pm, January 16, 2018. If the scbeduling.,order 1s 11ot received by that time, your presence: 1s 
required at tbe pi'estrihl ccinfe .· · ae ... If a scJ,~dullngj,,der. Cltnilfl.t .he. agreed0upon; tire pr~e,ice qf inf Pt P'!rtli!~ -is 
requfred. Your failure tQ;atte dJhe pr11-trial .. conferent;e-wjll r~~it in youn:ase being disJiiiss~ 

. ' . 

J>r. e trial conference anil.fo.'rnidlfro trialwe ~otJho s.amf! •. The:i:irstp.re-··· mitl.· c~riference fa sim. :plyto-.s.et.~).· '1.ates. 
If yot1 schedule a fbrillal p~{tiii_al, ho.th parties;m1;111t al),pellf .and comply w1_th the· discovery com:i;ol: p1i!n and 
scheduling 6,rdei'. lfthe, piim,s fail to show up ,at the FqonaLPr.e-Trlal the ca~ may ·be dismissed for want of 
prosecution. . 

Mediation iit requb:ed. Pa·~· 4l'S shall within ten. (10) bus.iness days .or.· .the date of th.e ·.pr~r.ia. l confer.enc~ 
submit·· an agrei!d written or er designating a mediator or a -written certification that me"diitfion wtnild Mt 
result in resolution or settle' . ent. For your convenience, you may also designate a medJator bl :section f, of 
the P.Jscovecy Contr<>I Plau. i · 

I 

Y. ou may. cbe. ek,the. status.o.~_.ci~ilcases, service, payment of fe;es; filinl!i anfoth. er 8:.!.ttm.· . gs, Q.y calliri~ the_civil ole_rk .. 
at 972-$48-.6434. ,qr by v1s1fin www.i:o)lincpuotytx.goy. Chck on "Online· $~~s." then, sel¢qt. ~case Record 
Inquiry .:.... Advanced: Under Seiect il Location" you will select "Civil a:lld' Fa;(ilily· Ca~~ Ri!cori;l_s.!' You are 
encouraged;to cbeckthese locaj:ions before contacting the coordinator. 

I 

Sincerely, 

Dan:K. Wilson 
Judge Presiding 

Ci'.ltu)ty C.ourlatl,a,w ~ 210.0 B.loomdille Road, Suite 20.382,Mc.Kinney, TX 15rtl l 972-:548-3850 
1 tcaton@co,collin.tx.us 



C \)V 
COBB MARTINEZ WOODWARD 

Carrie J. Phaneuf 
214.220.5206 

Via Priority Mail 
Darlene Amrhein 
112 Winsley Circle 
McKinney, TX 75071. 

January 10, 2018 

214.220,52561 direct fax 

cphaneuf@cobbmartinez.com 

Re: Amrhein v. Rollinger, et al; Cause No. 005-02654-2017 in the Collin County 
Court at Law No. 2, Collin County, Texas. 

Dear Ms. Amrhein: 

' 

As noted in my e-~
1

ail correspondence dated January 5, 2018 as well as January 9, 2018, 
the court has scheduled pre-trial conference for Thursday, January 18, 2018. In lieu of 
appearing we are allowed o submit Agreed Scheduling Order no later than 4 p.m. on Tuesday, 
January 16, 2018. Enclose please find a copy of the letter from the court as well as a proposed 
Agreed Scheduling Order or your consideration. Please review the order and let me know if 
you have any revisions. Iflnot, please sign the document in the space provided and return to me 
for filing with the court. 

Additionally, the !' urt requires all parties to attend mediation and submit and agreed 
order selecting a mediato within ten (10) days of the pre-trial conference. If you have any 
preferred candidates you ould like to nominate as possible mediators for this matter, please let 
me know. 

CJP:klh 
CMWI75467vl 

I 

Atlorneys & CotJnselors 1700 P,ciflc Avenue, Suite 3100, Dallas, Texas 75201 P: 214.220.5200 F: 214.220-5299 cobbmartlnez.com 

I 1af;fidt-s-
l 



Kimberly Harrison 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Ms. Amrhein, 

Ki,lnberfy Harrison 
Thµrsday, January 25, 2018 12:16 PM 
wipsley112@yahoo.com 
Carrie Phaneuf; Jenny Smiley 
00~-02654-2017; Amrhein, et al. v. Attorney Lennie F. Bollinger, et al. 
20~ 8-01-25 RFD to Plaintiff.pdf 

I 
Attached please find Defendants' Request for Disclosure to Plaintiff e-served today with the court in regard to the above-
referenced matter. · 

A copy has also been forwarded to y~u via USPS Priority Mail. 

Thank you, 

r···}\Aw· 
"·~"'h,1 
Kimberly Harrison 
Legal Secretary to Bill Cobb and Carrl~ Phaneuf 
Cobb Martinez Woodward PLLC · 
1700 Pacific Avenue, Suite 3100 
Dallas, Texas 75201 
(214} 220-5211 direct 
(214) 220-5261 fax 
l<harrison@cobbrriartinez.com 
www.cobbmartinez.com 

1 



CAUSE NO. 005-02654-2017 

DARLENE C. AMRHE1*r, et a~ 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

ATTORNEY LENNIE F .j BOLLINGER, 
AND WORMINTON & fOLLINGER 
LAW FIRM, 

Defendants. 

DEFENDANTS' 

COUNTY COURT AT LAW 

N0.5 

[Hon. Dan K. Wilson] 

COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS 

}¢QUEST FOR DISCLOSURE TO PLAINTIFF 

TO: Plaintiff, Darlene fIDrhein, 112 Winsley Circle, McKinney, TX 75071. 
I 

REQUEST FOR DISCLOSURE 

Pursuant to Rule [94, you are requested to disclose within thirty (30) days of service of 

this request, the informatjon or material described in Rule 194.2, specifically described below: 

parties. 

i 

REQUEST NO. f94.2(a): The correct names of the parties to the lawsuit. 

REQUEST NO. f94.2(b): The name, address, and telephone number of any potential 

REQUEST NO. i94.2(c): The legal theories and, in general, the factual basis of the 
i 

responding party's claimJ1 or defenses. 
i 

REQUEST NO. f 94.2(d): The amount and any method of calculating economic 

damages. 

REQUEST NO. i94.2(e): The name, address, and telephone number of persons 
i 

having knowledge of reldvant facts, and a brief statement of each identified person's connection 

with the case. 

i 

DEFENDANTS' REQUEST~ORDISCLOSURE TO PLAINTIFF/Page 1 
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REQUEST NO. ~4.2(f}: For any testifying expert: 

I 

(1) the Fxpert's name, address, and telephone number; 

(2) the ~ubject matter on which the expert will testify; 

(3) the !general substance of the expert's mental impressions and opinions and 
a btief summary of the basis for them, or if the expert is not retained by, 
employed by, or otherwise subject to the control of the responding party, 
doCjUillents reflecting such information; 

(4) if ~e expert is retained by, employed by, or otherwise subject to the 
conµ-ol of the responding party: 

I 

(A)i all documents, tangible things, reports, models, or data 
compilations that have been provided to, reviewed by, or prepared 
by or for the expert in anticipation of the expert's testimony; and, 

(B)j the expert's current resume and bibliography. 

REQUEST NO. ~94.2(g): Any discoverable indemnity and insuring agreements. 

REQUEST NO. i94.2(h): Any discoverable settlement agreements. 

Any discoverable witness statements. 

All medical records and bills that are reasonably related to 
the injuries or damages serted or, in lieu thereof, an authorization permitting the disclosure of 
such medical records and

1 

bills. 

All medical records and bills obtained by the responding 
party by virtue of an aut rization furnished by the requesting party. 

RE UEST NO. 94.2 I : The name, address and telephone number of any person 
who may be designated a a responsible third party. 

I 

DEFENDANTS' REQUEST loR DISCLOSURE TO PLAINTIFF/Page 2 
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